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Personnalisation ou conformité ? Explorer les différences interculturelles dans 
l'utilisation des marques comme marqueurs d’identités
et leurs implications pour la relation marques-consommateurs 
et pour la personnalisation des produits 
 
RÉSUMÉ 
Un nombre croissant de recherches indique que les consommateurs utilisent les produits
de marque comme outils pour construire et communiquer leur propre identité. Les produits de 
marque servent de marqueurs de statut et de symboles d’appartenance à un groupe et permettent 
aux consommateurs de se différencier des autres et d’exprimer leur individualité. Pour créer des 
marques qui peuvent servir à construire des identités personnelles et pour renforcer le lien entre 
la marque et le consommateur, il est important que les consommateurs puissent participer au 
processus de création (co-création). La personnalisation des produits à grande échelle est un outil 
particulièrement utile pour impliquer les consommateurs dans ce processus qui contribue à 
augmenter la satisfaction des clients et leur consentement à payer. Cependant, les théories 
actuelles sur l’utilisation des marques comme marqueurs d’identités personnelles et les théories 
sur les stratégies visant à renforcer la relation entre la marque et le consommateur ont été 
élaborées principalement dans un contexte occidental. Le but de cette recherche est donc 
d’étudier dans quelle mesure les consommateurs d’Asie de l’Est diffèrent, dans leur utilisation des 
marques comme marqueurs d’identité personnelle, des consommateurs occidentaux. Elle explore 
également les implications potentielles des différences interculturelles dans la communication des 
identités personnelles pour la personnalisation des produits et pour la relation entre les marques 
et les consommateurs. Suite à des études antérieures indiquant que les vêtements et les 
accessoires de mode sont fréquemment utilisés par les consommateurs pour communiquer leur 
identité, la présente recherche se concentre sur les produits de mode de marques de luxe et les 
produits de marques grand public. Conformément à la tradition de la psychologie culturelle, cette 
thèse part de l’hypothèse que les variations culturelles dans la conception de soi et dans les 
relations entre l’individu et les autres permettent d’expliquer des différences dans le 
comportement des consommateurs. Une approche mixte est utilisée pour étudier les différences 
interculturelles entre des échantillons représentant une culture collectiviste de l’Asie de l’Est 
(Corée du Sud) et des échantillons représentant une culture individualiste occidentale (Allemagne). 
Les données quantitatives recueillies au moyen de questionnaires (études 1A et 1B) sont 
combinées avec les données qualitatives recueillies au moyen d’entretiens semi-structurés en 
profondeur (études 2A et 2B). Cette recherche apporte de nouveaux éléments concernant les 
différences interculturelles et permet d'enrichir les théories sur la relation entre la marque et le 
consommateur et sur l’utilisation des marques comme marqueurs d’identité personnelle. Elle 
contribue également au courant de recherche émergent sur la personnalisation des produits. 
 
Mots clés : relation marque-consommateur, identité, conception de soi, différences 
interculturelles, marques de luxe, mode, personnalisation en ligne, co-création, Corée du Sud, 
Allemagne 
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Customizing or conforming? Exploring cross-cultural differences in consumers’ 
use of brands to signal self-identities and their implications for self-brand 
connections and product customization 
 
ABSTRACT 
            A growing body of research indicates that consumers use branded products as tools to 
construct their self-identity and to communicate their self-identities to others. Besides acting as 
markers of status and symbols of group membership, branded products allow consumers to 
differentiate themselves from others and to express individuality. Key to generating identity-
related brand meaning and to strengthening self-brand connections, is the involvement of the 
consumer in a co-creation process. Product design customization on a large scale has emerged as 
a particularly useful tool to involve consumers in the creation process of the brand and to increase 
their satisfaction and willingness to pay. However, existing theories on the use of brands to signal 
self-identities as well as strategies for strengthening self-brand connections, such as product design 
customization, are bound to Western individualistic thinking. The aim of this research is to 
investigate the extent to which East Asian consumers differ in their use of brands to signal self-
identities from Western individualistic consumers. In addition, it explores potential implications of 
cross-cultural differences in the signaling of self-identities for product design customization and 
self-brand connections. Following prior studies indicating that clothing and fashion accessories are 
particularly likely to be used by consumers to communicate self-identities, the focus of the present 
research is laid on fashion products of both luxury brands and high street brands. In line with the 
tradition of cultural psychology, this thesis draws on the assumption that cultural variations in self-
construal and in self-other relationships lead to differences in consumer behavior. A mixed-
methods approach is taken to investigate cross-cultural differences between samples representing 
an East Asian collectivistic culture (South Korea) and samples representing a Western 
individualistic culture (Germany). Specifically, quantitative data collected through surveys (studies 
1A and 1B) are combined with qualitative data collected through semi-structured in-depth 
interviews (studies 2A and 2B). This research provides novel, cross-cultural insights relevant to 
existing theorizing on consumer-brand relationships and on consumers’ use of brands as signals of 
self-identities. It also contributes to the emerging stream of research on product design 
customization. 
 
Keywords : consumer-brand relationship, identity, self-construal, cross-cultural differences, luxury 
brands, fashion, online customization, co-creation, South Korea, Germany 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 “Brands can be used to construct and cultivate one’s self-concept as well as expressing it, 
either publicly or privately.” – Jennifer Edson Escalas & James R. Bettman (2009, p. 107) 
 
            Over the past two decades, the dominant conception of branding in consumer research 
has shifted from the view of brands as company-owned and controlled assets built by 
managers to the view of brands as tools for consumers’ personal and social identity 
construction. According to this new view, brands are carriers of meaning which is in turn 
collectively co-created by numerous sources (e.g., marketers, consumers, and brand 
communities). Thus, brand meaning is neither inherent in the product nor constant across 
individuals, but it is derived from the context of the brand (Allen, Fournier, & Miller, 2008). 
Pioneering work on symbolic consumer experiences (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982) and on 
possessions and the extended self (Belk, 1988) has paved the way for the meaning-based 
brand view. A growing body of research demonstrates ever since that consumers use branded 
products as tools to construct self-identities and to present desired self-images to others (e.g., 
Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Escalas & Bettman, 2005). Besides acting as symbols of group 
membership or markers of status, brands allow consumers to differentiate themselves from 
others and to express individuality. In addition, brands that are used to construct self-identities 
can become linked to the consumer’s self-concept, resulting in a special bond termed ‘self-
brand connections’ (Escalas & Bettman, 2009). Strong self-brand connections are of 
particular importance for brand managers, because they are linked to consumers’ positive 
attitudes towards the brand, their brand loyalty and their brand attachment (MacInnis, Park, & 
Priester, 2009). Key to generating identity-related brand meaning and to strengthing self-
brand connections, is to increase the involvement of the consumer in the brand’s co-creation 
  12 
process. Backed by modern technologies, product design customization on a large scale (mass 
customization) has emerged as a particularly useful tool to involve consumers in the co-
creation process and to increase their satisfaction and willingness to pay (Franke, Schreier, & 
Kaiser, 2010). During the process of product design customization, for instance on the brand’s 
website, consumers can create identity-related brand content by changing the product design 
according to their personal needs and taste. Depending on the brand, consumers may be able 
to make major conspicuous changes in product design by selecting a specific color for the 
entire product (e.g., Adidas, Nike, Jimmy Choo), or inconspicuous changes in product design, 
such as adding a small engraving that is not visible to others (e.g., Louis Vuitton, Burberry).  
 
           It is important to note however that existing theories on the use of brands to signal self-
identities as well as strategies for strengthening self-brand connections are bound to Western 
individualistic thinking, with most research coming from what Henrich, Heine and 
Norenzayan (2010) call WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic) 
societies. Yet, given mounting empirical evidence indicating that East Asian consumers differ 
in their perception, attitudes, and behaviors from Western individualistic consumers due to 
differences in self-construal, East Asian consumers may differ from their Western 
counterparts when it comes to the use of brands as signals of self-identities. For instance, with 
cross-cultural research indicating that East Asians tend to prefer conformity over uniqueness, 
East Asian consumers may show less interest in purchasing branded products that signal 
divergence from others than Western individualistic consumers. Accordingly, marketing 
strategies for generating identity-related brand meaning to strengthen self-brand connections, 
such as the creation of unique products through product design customization, may be less 
effective in East Asia. The aim of this research is to investigate the extent to which East Asian 
consumers (i.e., South Koreans) differ in their use of brands to signal self-identities from 
Western individualistic consumers (i.e., Germans). In addition, it examines potential 
  13 
implications of cross-cultural differences in the signaling of self-identities for product design 
customization and self-brand connections. In doing so, the present research addresses a major 
gap in the consumer behavior literature. As the importance of consumers in East Asian 
markets increases, it is crucial to develop a profound understanding of East Asian consumers’ 
use of brands to signal self-identities, which in turn helps implement strategies to build and 
strengthen consumers’ self-brand connections.
 
            To examine cross-cultural differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-
identities, this research investigates cultural variations in three forms of brand-based identity 
signaling: brands as signals of social status, brands as signals of affiliation to (aspirational) 
reference groups, and brands as signals of divergence from others. To develop an 
understanding of cross-cultural differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of 
affiliation versus divergence, the present research puts a particular focus on investigating how 
consumers view themselves and relate to others. Specifically, it examines cross-cultural 
differences in individuals’ self-construal following Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-
construal theory, which distinguishes between independent self-construal and interdependent 
self-construal. While individuals with a dominant independent self-construal view themselves 
as separate from others, individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal tend to 
view themselves as connected with others. Moreover, to gain insights into cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of status, the present research focuses on 
exploring cross-cultural differences in consumers’ acceptance of hierarchies and social 
inequality. In particular, it examines cross-cultural differences in individuals’ social 
dominance orientation, i.e., their preference for group-based hierarchy and social inequality 
(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle, 1994). 
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            The present research draws on several operationalized constructs from the consumer 
behavior literature that are used to investigate cross-cultural differences in individuals’ use of 
brands as signals of self-identities and in self-brand connections. Potential differences in self-
brand connections are explored by focusing on consumers’ brand engagement in self-concept 
(BESC, Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009). Individuals’ use of brands as signals of self-
identities is examined by looking at the following constructs: status consumption (brands as 
signals of status; Eastman, Goldsmith, & Flynn, 1999), consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (brands as signals of affiliation; Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989), 
and consumer need for uniqueness (brands as signals of divergence; Tian, Bearden, & Hunter, 
2001). To explore possible cross-cultural differences in consumers’ preferences when it 
comes to the creation of identity-related brand content, this research looks at consumers’ 
perception of and attitude towards customizable products in the context fashion brands. 
Branded fashion items are more likely than other products to be used by consumers for 
signaling self-identities. The scope of this research includes both moderately priced 
mainstream (or high street) products and high priced luxury brands for two reasons. First, 
products of mainstream brands are frequently used by most consumers to signal affiliation or 
divergence. Second, while only purchased and used by a relatively small number of 
consumers, luxury brands are particularly used for signaling social status.  
 
            Overall, this research contributes to existing knowledge in the fields of consumer 
behavior and international marketing in three ways. Firstly, it answers calls by Chan, Berger, 
and Van Boven (2012) for further cross-cultural research on how consumers’ motivations for 
assimilation (group affiliation) and differentiation (divergence) differ across cultures by 
investigating differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identity and their 
perception of and attitude towards customizable branded products. Secondly, it is the first of 
its kind to investigate cross-cultural differences in self-brand connections by focusing on 
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consumers’ brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). Thirdly, this research provides first 
empirical support for critical voices advocating social dominance orientation as an alternative 
construct to the vertical dimension of individualism/collectivism (Aaker, 2006).  
 
            This thesis is structured in six chapters. The first chapter provides a critical review of 
theories and advances in research on self-brand connections and consumers’ use of brands as 
signals of self-identities. It introduces key constructs whose relationships are examined in this 
research and that are commonly investigated in separate streams of research, namely brand 
engagement in self-concept (Sprott et al., 2009), status consumption (Eastman et al., 1999), 
consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (Bearden et al., 1989), and consumer need 
for uniqueness (Tian et al., 2001). Moreover, it extends existing theorizing by highlighting the 
potential impact of cross-cultural differences in consumers’ need for uniqueness on their 
attitude towards customizable branded products. The chapter also outlines the potential 
positive relationship between consumers’ favorable attitude towards customizable branded 
products and brand engagement in self-concept.  
 
            The second chapter introduces the conceptual approach of investigating cross-cultural 
differences by focusing on cultural variations in self-construal and in self-other relationships. 
Besides introducing Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) pivotal self-construal theory, it critically 
reviews Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand’s (1995) conceptualization of 
vertical/horizontal individualism and collectivism, which is the primary approach to 
investigating cross-cultural differences in hierarchy and equality at the individual level. 
Following the critical discussion of Singelis et al.’s (1995) conceptual approach, the construct 
of social dominance orientation is introduced as an alternate to the vertical/horizontal 
distinction of individualism and collectivism.   
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            The third chapter introduces the purpose of the present research, research questions 
and hypotheses, as well as the conceptual framework. It also discusses the inquiry paradigm 
including epistemological foundations and presents the research design and the choice of 
methods. A particular focus is put on critically reviewing methodological issues of cross-
cultural research and instruments for measuring the key constructs. In addition, the third 
chapter offers an overview of materials that are used in the two empirical studies and it 
discusses important aspects of the data collection process, such as ethical considerations. 
 
            The fourth chapter presents quantitative research (i.e., survey studies) consisting of 
part A and part B. The survey studies aim to provide insights into consumers’ use of brands to 
signal self-identities, their brand engagement in self-concept, and their attitude towards 
customizable branded products. While study 1A (section 4.1) involves a sample representing 
an East Asian collectivistic culture (South Korea), study 1B (section 4.2) involves a sample 
representing a Western individualistic culture (Germany). Data of the two studies are 
analyzed and discussed separately in order to gain profound insights into each of the cultural 
samples. In section 4.3, datasets of studies 1A and 1B are combined to investigate cross-
cultural differences between the two samples. 
 
            The fifth chapter presents qualitative research consisting of part A and part B (i.e., 
studies involving in-depth interviews) that puts a particular focus on product design 
customization. Semi-structured in-depth interviews aim at exploring consumers’ perception of 
customizable branded products, such as perceived value and meaning. As in studies 1A and 
1B, study 2A (section 5.1) involves a South Korean sample, whereas study 2B (section 5.2) 
involves a German sample. To gain profound insights into each cultural sample, qualitative 
data of the in-depth interviews are analyzed and discussed separately. In section 5.3, datasets 
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of studies 2A and 2B are combined in order to examine potential cross-cultural differences 
between Korean and German participants. 
 
            The sixth chapter presents the general discussion of findings in the context of existing 
literature as well as theoretical implications, managerial implications, and limitations of the 
present research. Finally, emphasis is laid on highlighting avenues for future research which 
may help to advance cross-cultural consumer research on consumers’ use of brands as signals 
of self-identity, self-brand connections and product design customization of branded products.  
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CHAPTER 1: EXPLORING CROSS-CULTURAL 
DIFFERENCES IN SELF-BRAND CONNECTIONS AND IN 
THE USE OF BRANDS TO SIGNAL SELF-IDENTITIES 
 
 
Der moderne Konsument könnte sich mit der Formel identifizieren:  
Ich bin, was ich habe und was ich konsumiere.  
[Modern consumers may identify themselves by the formula:  
I am = what I have and what I consume.] 
– Erich Fromm (1900 – 1980) 
 
 
            The aim of the first chapter is to highlight shortcomings of existing theorizing and 
prior cross-cultural research on self-brand connections and on consumers’ use of brands as 
signals of self-identities (i.e., the use of brands to signal status, affiliation, or divergence). 
Particular focus is laid on reviewing constructs that play a key role in the present research, 
namely brand engagement in self-concept (BESC), status consumption, consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP), and consumer need for uniqueness 
(CNFU). These constructs are commonly examined in separate streams of consumer research. 
To highlight potential relationships between the constructs that this research aims to explore, 
relevant theorizing of the research streams is reviewed in an integrated way. Moreover, this 
chapter extends existing theorizing by proposing to explore the potential impact of cross-
cultural differences in consumers’ need for uniqueness on consumers’ attitude towards 
customizable branded products. It also outlines the potential relationship between consumers’ 
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positive attitude towards customizable branded products and brand engagement in self-
concept. 
 
            The first part of the chapter outlines theories on self-extension processes and on 
relationships between consumers and brands, which provide the basis of the present consumer 
research (section 1.1.1 and section 1.1.2). Section 1.1.1 introduces Belk’s (1988) seminal 
research on extended self as well as Escalas and Bettman’s (2003) research on self-brand 
connections, which has set the stage for subsequent research exploring the relationship 
between consumers and brands. Section 1.1.2 points out shortcomings of prior consumer 
research investigating potential cross-cultural differences in processes of self-extension and in 
consumers’ self-brand connections.  
 
            The second part of the chapter provides a critical review of constructs that the present 
research draws on to investigate cross-cultural differences in self-brand connections and 
consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities (sections 1.2.1 to 1.2.4). Each section 
puts a particular focus on one of these constructs and outlines reasons for choosing it over 
alternative constructs that are offered by the consumer behavior literature. In addition, each 
section points out important shortcomings of current theorizing and/or prior cross-cultural 
research, and highlights the way in which the present research addresses these shortcomings. 
Accordingly, the sections focus on the following constructs: brand engagement in self-
concept (BESC; Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009; section 1.2.1), status consumption 
(Eastman, Goldsmith, & Flynn, 1999; section 1.2.2), consumer susceptibility to interpersonal 
influence (SUSCEP; Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989, section 1.2.3), and consumer need 
for uniqueness (Tian, Bearden & Hunter, 2001; section 1.2.4). Section 1.2.5 extends current 
theorizing on self-brand connections and consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities 
by proposing the novel approach of exploring the potential impact of cross-cultural 
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differences in consumers’ need for uniqueness on their attitudes towards and perceptions of 
customizable branded products. It also discusses the potential link between consumers’ 
favorable attitude towards customizing branded products and brand engagement in self-
concept (BESC).  
 
            Three major findings emerge from the literature reviews and critical discussions of the 
first chapter. First, despite empirical evidence indicating that self-extension processes and the 
formation of self-brand connections may differ across cultures, there is a lack of research 
exploring cross-cultural differences in consumers’ tendency to incorporate important brands 
into the self-concept (BESC). Second, prior research exploring cross-cultural differences in 
status consumption, consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence, and consumer need for 
uniqueness is scarce and it overlooks how the three constructs may be related to the formation 
of self-brand connections. Third, consumer research exploring cross-cultural differences in 
consumers’ customization preferences is still in its infancy. The present research addresses 
these three gaps in the consumer behavior literature by i) investigating cross-cultural 
differences in BESC, ii) by examining cross-cultural differences in consumers’ status 
consumption, susceptibility to interpersonal influence, and need for uniqueness, iii) by 
investigating how the constructs of status consumption, consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, and consumer need for uniqueness are related to each other as well as 
to the construct of BESC, and iv) by exploring cross-cultural differences in consumers’ 
attitude towards and perception of customizable branded products.
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1.1 SELF-BRAND CONNECTIONS AND IDENTITY SIGNALING  
1.1.1 Extended self and identity signaling 
            A central topic of consumer research concerns consumers’ use of possessions to 
construct their self-concepts and to communicate their self-identity. The idea that having, 
doing, and being are essentially related was first developed by Sartre (1943) in his major work 
Being and Nothingness. According to Sartre, we seek, confirm, and ascertain a sense of being 
through our possessions. Other people serve as a mirror through which we observe ourselves, 
as they associate possessor and possessions and infer our traits through the nature of our 
possessions. Sartre (1943) proposes three ways through which an object can become part of 
our self: i) through controlling or appropriating an object for our personal use and through 
conquering or mastering objects that cannot be owned or that are intangible, ii) through 
creating a tangible or intangible object (e.g., a painting, an abstract thought); and iii) through 
knowing an object (e.g., a particular person, place, or thing).  
 
            In his theory on the extended self, Belk (1988) builds on Sartre’s view and points out 
that possessions can contribute to individuals’ sense of self, as individuals learn, define, and 
remind themselves of who they are by their possessions. In particular, he postulates that 
possessions can literally extend consumers’ selves and contribute to their capabilities of doing 
and being. Self-extension can occur in four ways both at the individual level and the 
collective level according to Belk (1988): i) through control or mastery of an object, ii) 
through creation of an object, iii) through contamination via proximity and habituation to an 
object, and iv) through knowledge of an object. For example, self-extension through 
habituation to an object can occur when a consumer frequently uses a particular product or 
brand, such as a new car or a particular Louis Vuitton bag. Self-extension through creation of 
an object may occur for instance, when a consumer creates the design of a customizable 
product according to his/her personal needs and taste (see section 2.2.5 for further discussion). 
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Extant consumer research provides evidence for Belk’s theorizing on the extended self (e.g., 
Dittmar, 1992; Kleine, Kleine, & Allen, 1995; Richins, 1994). For instance, research by Ball 
and Tasaki (1992) indicates that possession attachment, which is defined as the extent to 
which the object is used for self-concept support, varies across consumers’ objects and 
(favorite) possessions. As research by Kleine, Kleine and Allen (1995) shows, the attachment 
to a possession not only reflects the extent of ‘me-ness’ associated with the possession, but 
also narrates particular facets of self-identity (e.g., the individual’s membership in a particular 
group). 
 
           Given the wide availability of brands and the variety of brand images that they reflect, 
consumer brands are ideally suited for the construction of self-concept and the 
communication of self-identity (Schouten & McAlexander, 1995). Consumers can appropriate 
associations that belong to the brands they consume, i.e., personality traits or user 
characteristics of the brands are incorporated into consumers’ self-concepts (Chaplin & John, 
2005). By appropriating brand associations, connections are formed between consumers’ self-
concept and brands, which Escalas and Bettman (2003) refer to as self-brand connections. 
Self-brand connections are formed after a matching process during which consumers choose 
brands based on the congruency between self-image and brand image to i) construct their self-
concept, ii) to realize self-goals (i.e., self-enhancement, self-verification), and iii) to 
communicate their self-identity and their (desired) social class to others (Escalas & Bettman, 
2003). Moreover, consumers may choose brands to signal social ties, such as with their family, 
peer groups, or a brand community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Conversely, reference groups, 
that become associated with the use of a particular brand (e.g., brand communities), can foster 
connections between the consumer and the brand (Cova, Kozinets, & Shankar, 2007; Escalas 
& Bettman, 2005).  
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            Research by Chaplin and John (2005), which investigates the development of self-
brand connections in children and adolescents, supports Escalas and Bettman’s (2005) 
theorizing on self-brand connections. Findings from three studies indicate that self-brand 
connections develop between middle childhood and early adolescence. During middle 
childhood (7-8 years of age), children make a limited number of self-brand connections based 
on concrete associations with the brand, e.g., they can name multiple brands that they own 
and they can request products by brand name (John, 1999). Late childhood (approximately 
10-12 years of age), brings important developments in children’s representations of self-
concepts and brands. In particular, children start to define the self in more abstract and 
complex terms and they start to appreciate subtle meanings imbedded in brand images 
(Chaplin & John, 2005). When they move into early adolescence (12-13 years of age), 
children recognize brands as useful devices for characterizing the self and the number of their 
self-brand connections increases sharply. The reason for this increase in self-brand 
connections is that young adolescents start to think about brands as being similar to them in 
terms of personality and they begin to view brands as symbols of group memberships 
(Chaplin & John, 2005). 
 
            A disadvantage of Escalas and Bettman’s (2005) conceptual approach is however that 
lacks in conceptual clarity when it comes to differentiating self-brand connections from 
related constructs, in particular Fournier’s (1998) conceptualization of consumer-brand 
relationships. Acccording to Fournier (1998), consumers can form long-lasting relationships 
with brands which are purposive at their core, i.e., they add structure and meaning to 
consumers’ life. As findings of Fournier’s (1998) research indicate, consumers can view 
brands viable relationship partners that they choose due to the congruence between 
product/brand attributes and the consumer’s personality traits and due to the perceived 
compatibility between the consumers’ goals and the product/brand’s function. In a more 
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recent publication, Escalas and Bettman (2009) address the lack of clarity of their conceptual 
approach. They argue that their conceptual framework does not construe brands as active 
relationship partners, but as “vessels of symbolic meaning, with this meaning appropriated by 
consumers as they use brands’ symbolic properties to meet self-needs” (Escalas & Bettman, 
2009, p. 110). The present research follows Escalas and Bettman’s (2009) approach in 
viewing brands as passive vessels of symbolic meaning that are used by consumers to 
construct their self-concept and to communicate their self-identity. Accordingly, this thesis 
draws on Escalas and Bettman’s (2005) notion of self-brand connections instead of Fournier’s 
(1998) notion of consumer-brand relationships. 
 
            Moreover, it is important to note that the use of the terms ‘self-concept’ and ‘self-
identity’ is not consistent in the consumer behavior literature. While some scholars refer to 
the construction and communication of self-concept through the use of brands (e.g., Chaplin 
& John, 2005), others refer to the creation and communication of (self-)identity (e.g., Berger 
& Heath, 2007). As discussed in section 1.1.1, the terms self and identity are not used 
interchangeably throughout this thesis. Accordingly, it is referred to consumers’ use of 
possessions to construct their self-concept by incorporating brand associations into the self-
concept, but to consumers’ use of brands to communicate their self-identities. 
 
 
1.1.2 Cultural variations of extended self and identity signaling and their effects on 
consumer behavior 
            Despite growing empirical evidence demonstrating that consumers across cultures 
differ in their attitudes, perception, and behaviors due to differences in self-construal (e.g., 
Kastanakis & Voyer, 2014; Shavitt, Lee, & Johnson, 2004), most work following Belk’s 
(1988) seminal paper concentrates on examining how Western consumers with a dominant 
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independent self-construal construct and communicate their self-identity through possessions 
(see chapter 2 for a detailed discussion of the independent/interdependent self-construal). A 
few studies are an exception to this. For instance, qualitative research by Wallendorf and 
Arnould (1988) explores whether Nigerians and Americans differ in their notion of favorite 
possessions. Findings indicate that objects are viewed as reflecting personal meanings and 
attachments in both the United States and in Nigeria. However, Americans view favorite 
objects as representing their unique, individual history, whereas Nigerians view their favorite 
objects as representing particular meanings that are shared with significant others (e.g., family 
members). These cross-cultural differences in individuals’ view of favorite objects may 
reflect cultural variations in self-construal. Specifically, individuals with a dominant 
independent self-construal might tend to value favorite objects due to their unique meaning, 
whereas individuals with a dominant interdependent may tend to value favorite possessions 
due to their meaning that is shared with significant others. Future research should extend 
Wallendorf and Arnould’s (1988) research by including the measurement of self-construal 
orientation to investigate potential cross-cultural differences in extended self. 
 
            Moreover, qualitative research by Piron (2006) investigates the notion of favorite 
products in China. Findings indicate that Chinese consumers only classify objects as favorite 
possessions provided they are both new and appear expensive. Self-made products have 
however little significance or personal value to Chinese consumers. Piron (2006) reasons that 
Chinese consumers’ devaluation of self-made products may be linked to their concern for face 
and social status. Specifically, the use of a self-made product might imply that an individual 
cannot afford to buy a new and expensive equivalent, which is perceived as a loss of face (see 
section 2.2.2 for a detailed discussion of face). Findings of Piron’s (2006) research indicate 
that forms of self-extension may differ across cultures. In particular, the creation of a product 
may not lead to self-extension processes among East Asians. Further research is needed to 
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develop a better understanding of how self-extension processes may differ across cultures. 
While Wallendorf and Arnould (1988) as well as Piron (2006) take in their studies a 
qualitative multimethod approach involving in-depth interviews, focus groups, and content 
analyses of photographs, future studies should complement qualitative methods with 
quantitative methods, such as experiments and large-scale surveys. 
 
           To date, only one study has however explored potential cross-cultural differences in 
self-brand connections. Experimental research by Escalas and Bettman (2005) examines 
potential cross-cultural differences in the relationship between self-brand connections and 
reference groups by comparing Hispanic and Asian American participants to white American 
participants. Besides Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale, which is used to measure 
individual’s self-construal orientation, the research includes Escalas and Bettman’s (2003) 
Self-Brand Connection Scale to investigate individual differences in self-brand connections. 
Results of statistical analyses show that white American participants score significantly 
higher on independence in self-construal than Hispanic and Asian American participants 
(white = 65.69, Asian/Hispanic = 58.41, F(1, 241) = 8.43, p < .01; Escalas & Bettman, 2005, 
p. 382). However, Hispanic and Asian American participants score only directionally higher 
on interdependence in self-construal compared to white participants (Asian/Hispanic = 61.02, 
white = 57.08, F(1,241) = 1.54, p = .22; Escalas & Bettman, 2005, p. 382). Findings of the 
experiments indicate that all participants “report higher self-brand connections for brands 
with images that are consistent with the image of an ingroup compared to brands with images 
that are inconsistent with the image of an ingroup” (Escalas & Bettman, 2005, p. 388). Yet, 
self-brand connections are lower for brands with images that are consistent with the image of 
an outgroup. This effect on self-brand connections has been found to be stronger for 
consumers with a dominant independent self-construal (white Americans), than for consumers 
with a dominant interdependent self-construal (Hispanic and Asian Americans) (independent 
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= 30.33, interdependent = 42.16; contrast F(1, 193) = 17.26, p < .001; Escalas & Bettman, 
2005, p. 387). Following Kampmeier and Simon’s (2001) theory that independent individuals 
are particularly concerned with differentiating themselves from outgroups, Escalas and 
Bettman (2005) reason that associations with an outgroup may be perceived as more negative 
for individuals with a dominant independent self-construal. This finding is in line with 
theorizing by Yuki (2003), who points out that individuals with an interdependent self-
construal (in particular East Asians) rather focus on intragroup comparisons than on 
intergroup comparisons with outgroups. Yet, it should be noted that Escalas and Bettman 
(2005) do not describe what kind of implications their findings may have for consumer 
behavior. Following more recent consumer research (e.g., Yim et al., 2014), Escalas and 
Bettman’s (2005) findings can be viewed as particularly useful for our understanding of status 
consumption. Specifically, consumers with an independent self-construal may be particularly 
motivated to purchase luxury brands to differentiate themselves from outgroup members, 
whereas consumers with a dominant interdependent self-construal may be mostly motivated 
to purchase luxury brands to maintain face in front of in-group members.  
 
            This thesis extends Escalas and Bettman’s (2005) work by further investigating 
potential cross-cultural differences in self-brand connections (i.e., the engagement of brands 
into the self-concept) and consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities (i.e., as signals 
of social status, group affiliation, or divergence from others). While the next sections provide 
a critical review of research on brands as signals of self-identities, particular focus will be 
given to constructs that are central to the present research: brand engagement in the self 
concept (BESC), status consumption, consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence 
(SUSCEP), and consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU). 
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1.2 EXPLORING CROSS-CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN BRAND 
ENGAGEMENT IN SELF-CONCEPT AND IN THE USE OF BRANDS 
TO SIGNAL SELF-IDENTITIES  
1.2.1 Brand engagement in self-concept 
            The marketing and consumer literature offers several constructs to categorize 
consumers based on the intensity of their relationships with brands. These constructs include
brand attachment (Thomson, MacInnis, & Park, 2005; Park, MacInnis, Priester, Eisingerich, 
& Iacobucci, 2010), brand attitude (Park, MacInnis, Priester, Eisingerich, & Iacobucci, 2010), 
brand commitment (Warrington & Shim, 2000), brand love (Ahuvia, 2005; Carroll & Ahuvia, 
2006; Batra, Ahuvia, & Bagozzi, 2012), brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Jacoby 
& Chestnut, 1978), brand prominence (Park, MacInnis, Priester, Eisingerich, & Iacobucci,
2010), brand trust (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001), consumer-brand identification (Lam, 
Ahearne, Hu, & Schillewaert, 2010; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, & Sen, 2012), emotional 
brand attachment (Malär, Krohmer, Hoyer, & Nyffenegger; 2011), and self-brand congruity 
(Sirgy, 1982) (see Table 1-1 for an overview of the constructs’ definitions). 
            However, it should be noted that prior research has not yet identified a theory that 
unifies all these constructs. Instead, researchers draw on a multitude of constructs, some of 
which conceptually overlap and might essentially describe the same phenomenon. For 
example, brand loyalty is defined as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a 
preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or
same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the 
potential to cause switching behavior” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). Warrington and Shim (2000) 
however propose the construct of brand commitment, which they define as the individual’s 
“emotional or psychological attachment to a brand within a product class”, i.e., “the degree to 
  29 
which a brand is firmly entrenched as the only acceptable choice within such a product class” 
(Warrington & Shim, 2000, p. 764). While Warrington and Shim (2000) concede that the 
conceptual meaning of brand commitment is very similar to the conceptual meaning of brand 
loyalty, they insist that the two constructs are distinct. They argue that brand loyalty (but not 
brand commitment) includes a behavioral component, i.e., the repeated purchase of a single 
brand over time.  
 
            Along similar lines, Lam, Ahearne, Hu, and Schillewaert’s (2010) construct of 
consumer-brand identification and Malär, Krohmer, Hoyer, and Nyffenegger’s (2011) 
construct of emotional brand attachment converge on the emotional component of the bonds 
between consumers and brands. While Lam et al. (2010) define consumer-brand identification 
as “customer's psychological state of perceiving, feeling, and valuing his or her belongingness 
with a brand” (Lam et al., 2010, p. 130), Malär et a. (2011) conceptualize emotional brand 
attachment as the bond that connects a consumer with a specific brand and that involves 
feelings (e.g., affection, passion, and connection) toward the brand. 
 
Table 1-1: Constructs related to consumer-brand bonds (adapted from Stokburger-Sauer, 
Ratneshwar, & Sen, 2012) 
Construct name Construct definition Representative literature 
Brand attachment The strength of the bond 
connecting a brand with the 
self.  
Park, MacInnis, Priester, 
Eisingerich, & Iacobucci 
(2010) 
Brand attitude The individual's judgment of 
the extent to which a brand is 
good or bad.  
Park, MacInnis, Priester, 
Eisingerich, & Iacobucci 
(2010) 
Brand commitment The individual’s emotional 
or psychological attachment 
to a brand within a product
class, i.e., the degree to 
which a brand is firmly 
entrenched as the only 
acceptable choice within 
such a product class. 
Warrington & Shim (2000) 
Brand engagement in self-
concept
Consumers’ propensity to 
include important brands as 
Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg (2009) 
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part of how they view 
themselves. 
Brand love  The degree of passionate 
emotional attachment a 
satisfied consumer has for a
particular trade name.  
 
 
Ahuvia (2005); Carroll & 
Ahuvia (2006) 
Brand loyalty  A deeply held commitment 
to rebuy or repatronize a 
preferred product/service 
consistently in the future, 
thereby causing repetitive 
same-brand or same brand-
set purchasing, despite 
situational influences and 
marketing efforts having the 
potential to cause switching 
behavior. 
Jacoby & Chestnut (1978); 
Oliver (1999) 
Brand prominence  The salience of the cognitive 
and affective bond that 
connects a brand to the self. 
Park, MacInnis, Priester, 
Eisingerich, & Iacobucci 
(2010) 
Brand trust  The willingness of the 
average consumer to rely on 
the ability of the brand to 
perform its stated function.
Chaudhuri & Holbrook 
(2001) 
Consumer-brand 
identification 
Customer's psychological 
state of perceiving, feeling, 
and valuing his or her 
belongingness with a brand.  
 
The consumer's perceived 
state of oneness with a brand.
Lam, Ahearne, Hu, & 
Schillewaert (2010) 
 
 
 
Stokburger-Sauer, 
Ratneshwar, & Sen (2012) 
Emotional brand attachment The bond that connects a 
consumer with a specific 
brand and that involves 
feelings  
(i.e., affection, passion, and 
connection) toward the 
brand.  
Malär, Krohmer, Hoyer, & 
Nyffenegger (2011) 
Self-brand congruity The degree of fit between the 
consumer’s self and the 
brand’s image 
Sirgy (1982) 
 
 
            In contrast to the constructs outlined above, Sprott et al.’s (2009) construct of brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC) focuses on the link between consumers’ self-construal (or 
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self-concept) and brands. In line with theorizing by Markus (1977), Sprott and his colleagues 
view the self-concept as consisting of a set of knowledge structures about the self, called self-
schemas. They argue that individuals differ in their self-schemas, in particular in those that 
are related to brands. Specifically, some consumers may develop self-schemas about how 
their favorite brands are related to themselves (e.g., consumers of Apple products may view 
themselves as particularly creative), whereas others may not develop such schemas. 
Accordingly, Sprott et al. (2009) define brand engagement in self-concept as “an individual 
difference representing consumers’ propensity to include important brands as part of how they 
view themselves” (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009, p. 92). In contrast to Escalas and 
Bettman’s (2003) construct of self-brand connections, which focuses on the singular 
connection between a consumer’s self-concept and a specific brand, Sprott et al.’s (2009) 
construct of brand engagement in self-concept (BESC) refers to consumers’ tendency to 
incorporate multiple brands into the self-concept. Accordingly, the BESC construct provides a 
more comprehensive view of the connection between the consumer and brands than Escalas 
and Bettman’s (2003) conceptual approach.  
 
            Sprott and his colleagues demonstrate across five empirical studies involving 
undergraduate student samples that BESC affects brand-related constructs, in particular brand 
knowledge, preference, and loyalty. Specifically, a high level (versus a low level) of BESC is 
i) associated with consumers’ strong associations between their self and their favorite brands, 
ii) associated with increased recall of incidental brand stimuli, iii) associated with more 
favorable brand attitudes of overtly branded products (i.e., products featuring a big logo); and 
iv) linked to indicators of brand loyalty (e.g., willingness to pay more for a new product, 
willingness to wait longer for a new offering from the favorite brand). In addition, results of 
tests for nomological validity indicate a positive correlation between BESC and materialism 
according to Richin (2004) (r = .42, p < .01; Sprott et al., p. 94). These results are in line with 
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research by Rindfleisch, Burroughs, and Wong (2009) indicating that materialism is an 
antecedent to self-brand connections. Specifically, Rindfleisch et al.’s (2009) experimental 
research, which draws on terror management theory (TMT; Rosenblatt et al., 1989), 
demonstrates that materialistic individuals form strong self-brand connections as a response to 
existential insecurity (i.e., the fear of death). Moreover, results of Sprott et al.’s (2009) tests 
for nomological validity indicate a weak positive correlation between BESC and relational-
interdependence in self-construal, as defined by Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000) (r = .152, p 
< .05; Sprott et al., p. 94). According to Cross et al. (2000), relational-interdependence in self-
construal (RISC) is defined as individuals’ tendency to include representations of close 
relationships with significant others into the self (e.g., with their spouse, mother, or best 
friends). Yet, in contrast to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) interdependent self-construal, the 
relational-interdependent self-construal does not involve individuals’ tendency to include 
representations of group membership into the self. Sprott et al. (2009) reason that BESC and 
RISC are related constructs, as they both construe the self-concept through personally 
important identities, i.e., brands in the case of BESC and significant others in the case of 
RISC. However, the linkage between BESC and relational aspects of self-construal are weak, 
because consumers do not view human beings and brands in the same way. Accordingly, 
findings of correlational analyses indicate that BESC is neither related to independent self-
construal (r = –.027, p = n.s.) nor to interdependent self-construal (r = .058, p = n.s.) (Sprott 
et al., 2009, p. 94).  
 
            However, it is important to note that no studies have yet investigated Sprott et al.’s 
(2009) construct of brand engagement in self-concept across different cultural samples. Given 
Escalas and Bettman’s (2005) findings of cross-cultural differences in the strength of self-
brand connections (as discussed in section 1.1.2) as well as findings of more recent research 
by Sung and Choi (2012), consumers with a dominant interdependent self-construal might 
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differ in the tendency to include important brands as part of the self-concept. Sung and Choi’s 
(2012) experimental research involving samples of North Americans and South Koreans 
demonstrates that individuals in Western individualistic cultures are more inclined to 
purchase brands that are congruent with their self-concept than consumers in East Asian 
cultures. Accordingly, individuals with a dominant independent self-construal may show a 
stronger tendency to include important brands in their self-concept than individuals with a 
dominant interdependent self-construal. The present research addresses the lack of cross-
cultural research on brand engagement in self-concept by investigating whether East Asian 
collectivistic consumers differ from Western individualistic consumers in their tendency to 
incorporate important brands into the self-concept.  
 
 
1.2.2 Brands as signals of status (status consumption) 
            Consumers’ use of products and luxury brands to signal status reflects the fundamental 
need of human beings to gain social status and interpersonal influence (Griskevicius & 
Kenrick, 2013). According to Donnenwerth and Foal (1974), status is defined as the rank or 
position that is awarded to an individual by the society or by a group and that implies respect, 
consideration, and envy from others. Individuals with high social status enjoy more freedom 
and autonomy in determining their own behavior, they have greater interpersonal influence, 
more material resources, and better health than individuals with low social status (Marmot, 
2004). In addition, individuals with high social status experience more self-esteem than 
individuals with low social status (Rosenberg & Pearlin, 1978; Anderson & Cowan, 2014).  
 
            Ever since economist and sociologist Thorstein Veblen (1899) formulated in his 
treatise The Theory of the Leisure Class the idea of ‘conspicuous consumption’ to refer to 
consumers’ practice of using products for status display, scholars have examined the effects 
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of status and social comparison on consumption. (e.g., Braun & Wicklund, 1989; Gao, 
Winterich, & Zhang, 2016; Leibenstein, 1950). Extant research indicates that consumers 
display specific products, in particular clothing and accessories, to communicate their status 
to others (Auty & Elliot, 1998; Lurie, 1981; Tse, Belk, & Zhou, 1989). Status consumption is 
defined “as the motivational process by which individuals strive to improve their social 
standing through the conspicuous consumption of consumer products that confer and 
symbolize status both for the individual and surrounding significant others” (Eastman, 
Goldsmith, & Flynn, 1999, p. 42). Only rare and/or high-priced products, typically luxury 
brands, signal high quality and prestige, and confer social status on their owners (Goffman, 
1959). While status consumption and conspicuous consumption have been often treated in the 
literature as if they were the same phenomena (e.g., Vigneron & Johnson, 2004), more recent 
empirical research has demonstrated that status consumption and conspicuous consumption 
are related but two conceptually and empirically separate constructs (O'Cass & McEwen, 
2004; O'Cass & Frost, 2002; Truong, Simmons, McColl, & Kitchen, 2008). Status 
consumption has been found to influence the desire to consume conspicuously. The more 
status a brand carries, the more likely it will be used by consumers in a conspicuous way 
(O'Cass & McEwen 2004). Accordingly, status consumption is defined by O'Cass and 
McEwen (2004) as the “behavioral tendency to value status and acquire and consume 
products that provide status to the individual” (p. 34), whereas conspicuous consumption is 
defined as the “tendency for individuals to enhance their image, through overt consumption of 
possessions, which communicates status to others” (p. 34). In line with this conceptual 
distinction, research by Han, Nunes, and Drèze (2010) indicates that not all consumers engage 
in status consumption in a conspicuous way. While some consumers have a preference for 
products that feature conspicuous or ‘loud’ branding (e.g., a big, flashy brand logo), other 
consumers prefer discreet or ‘quiet’ branding (e.g., a small and hidden brand logo). Reflecting 
this variation in conspicuousness, Han et al. (2010) introduce the construct of brand 
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prominence, which they define “as the extent to which a product has visible markings that 
help ensure observers recognize the brand” (p. 15). Across three experimental studies, Han et 
al. (2010) demonstrate that consumers’ preferences for either conspicuous or inconspicuous 
brands are linked to need for status. While wealthy consumers low in need for status prefer 
quiet luxury goods to associate with their own kind, wealthy consumers high in need for 
status use loud luxury products to differentiate themselves from less affluent consumers. 
Consumers with low income and high need for status however tend to use loud counterfeits to 
emulate wealthy consumers, as they cannot afford true luxury products (Han et al., 2010). In 
line with Han et al.’s (2010) findings, Berger and Ward (2010) demonstrate across four 
experimental studies that some consumers prefer inconspicuous brands that are hard to 
recognize for most people, because a small group of wealthy insiders they want to affiliate 
with is able to decode the brand’s subtle meaning.  
 
            Besides the constructs of status consumption and conspicuous consumption, scholars 
propose several other constructs related to status consumption (see Table 1-2). Leibenstein 
(1950) differentiates between three forms of status consumption: Veblenian consumption, 
bandwagon consumption, and snob consumption. Veblenian consumption refers to the 
phenomenon that consumers’ demand for a commodity increases when the price is increased. 
While bandwagon consumption is “the extent to which the demand for a commodity is 
increased due to the fact that others are also consuming the same commodity” (p. 189), snob 
consumption is defined as “the extent to which the demand for a consumer’s good is 
decreased owing to the fact that others are also consuming the same commodity” (p. 189). 
Thus, bandwagon consumption reflects consumers’ desire to conform with others they wish to 
be associated with, whereas snob consumption reflects consumers’ desire to be different from 
others. Research by Kastanakis and Balabanis (2012, 2014), who examined the phenomena of 
  36 
bandwagon consumption and snob consumption, provide evidence for Leibenstein’s 
conceptualization.  
 
            According to Wong and Ahuvia (1998), East Asian consumers’ motivation to engage 
in status consumption differs from their Western counterparts due to differences in self-
construal and face-saving behavior. Since social roles and public perceptions are central to the 
interdependent self-concept, East Asians are particularly concerned with other people’s 
perceptions of them, and with the maintenance of their own status and ‘face’ (Ho, 1977; 
Wong & Ahuvia, 1998). Thus, East Asian consumers are more likely than their Western 
counterparts to engage in the consumption and display of status goods, as help they them to 
maintain face. The notion of face is universal, but its meaning and social implications vary 
across cultures. While Goffman (1967) defines the Western notion of face as the “positive 
social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken 
during a particular contact” (p. 5), Hu (1944) compares the Chinese notion of face to prestige 
and defines it as “a reputation achieved through getting on in life, through success and 
ostentation” (p. 45). Moreover, the notion of face has a social component in East Asian 
Confucian societies. It does not only refer to the prestige of a single individual but to the 
prestige of the individual’s significant others, such as family members, friends, or relatives 
(Han, 2016; Joy, 2001; Ting-Toomey, 1988). Accordingly, face consumption is defined as 
“the motivational process by which individuals try to enhance, maintain or save self-face, as 
well as show respect to others’ face through the consumption of products” (Li & Su, 2007, p. 
242). A number of empirical studies provide evidence for the construct of face consumption 
by showing that the maintenance of face is a primary reason for many East Asians to purchase 
luxury brands (e.g., Liao & Wang, 2009; Yim et al., 2014). For instance, in a study involving 
a sample of 446 Chinese participants (n = 446), Liao and Wang (2009) examine whether the 
relationship between materialism and brand consciousness is influenced by face. Materialism 
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is measured on Richin’s (2004) Material Value Scale, brand consciousness is measured on the 
respective subscale of Sprotles and Kendall’s (1986) Consumer Styles Inventory, and face is 
measured on Bao, Zhou, and Su’s (2003) Face Consciousness Scale. Results of analyses 
revealed that face significantly accounts for part of the relationship between materialism and 
brand consciousness [F(1,443) = 14.87, p < .001; F(1,443) = 34.94, p < .001; Liao & Wang, 
2009, p. 995]. As results of regressions analyses indicate, face accounts as a mediator for 
53.1% of the total effect of materialism on brand consciousness (Liao & Wang, 2009).
 
Table 1-2: Constructs related to the practice of signaling status through consumption 
Construct name Construct definition Representative literature 
Status consumption The motivational process by 
which individuals strive to 
improve their social standing 
through the conspicuous 
consumption of consumer 
products that confer and 
symbolize status both for the
individual and surrounding 
significant others. 
Eastman, Goldsmith, & 
Flynn (1999) 
Conspicuous consumption The tendency for individuals
to enhance their image 
through overt consumption 
of possessions, which 
communicates status to 
others. 
O'Cass & McEwen (2004)
Bandwagon effect / 
Bandwagon consumption  
The extent to which the 
demand for a commodity is 
increased due to the fact that 
others are also consuming the 
same commodity. 
Leibenstein (1950) 
Snob effect / Snob 
consumption 
The extent to which the 
demand for a consumers' 
good is  
decreased owing to the fact 
that others are also 
consuming the same 
commodity (or that others are 
increasing their consumption 
of that commodity).  
Leibenstein (1950) 
Veblen effect / Veblenian 
consumption  
The extent to which the 
demand for a commodity is 
increased because it bears a 
higher rather than a lower 
Leibenstein (1950) 
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price (denotes the 
phenomenon of conspicuous 
consumption). 
Face consumption The motivational process by 
which individuals try to 
enhance, maintain or save 
self-face as well as show 
respect to others’ face 
through the consumption of 
products. 
Wong & Ahuvia (1998), Li 
& Su (2007)
             
 
            However, three shortcomings can be identified in the consumer behavior on status 
consumption. First, the literature is not consistent in linking constructs of status consumption 
(as presented in Table 1-2) to potentially related constructs such as conspicuousness, 
uniqueness seeking, and self-expressive attitude. For instance, some researchers conceptualize 
status and conspicuousness as inextricably linked, while others view them as separate 
constructs (O'Cass & McEwen, 2004; Truong, Simmons, McColl, & Kitchen, 2008). 
Similarly, some researchers, who aim to investigate the role of uniqueness seeking in luxury 
consumption, conflate the construct of need for uniqueness with the construct of self-
expressive attitude (e.g., Chernev, Hamilton, & Gal, 2011). Other scholars treat need for 
uniqueness and self-expressive attitude as conceptually distinct constructs. For example, 
research by Bian and Forsythe (2012) indicates that need for uniqueness influences 
consumers’ self-expression attitude, whereas self-expression attitude is positively related to 
consumers’ purchase intentions of luxury brands. To develop a better conceptual 
understanding of these constructs and their potential joint influence on status consumption, 
further empirical research is needed. The present research focuses on consumer need for 
uniqueness only.   
 
            Second, empirical research investigating the relationship between status consumption 
and self-brand connections is scant. So far, only research by Ye, Liu, and Shi (2015) indicates 
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that consumers’ need for status is positively associated with self-brand connections between 
consumers and luxury brands. According to Ye et al. (2015) consumers high in need for status 
form stronger self-brand connections with luxury brands than consumers low in need for 
status. Yet, it is important to note that Ye et al.’s (2015) study is based on a Chinese sample. 
Given prior research indicating that consumers in Western individualistic and East Asian 
collectivistic cultures may differ in the tendency to build strong self-brand connections 
(Escalas & Bettman, 2005), further studies should test the cross-cultural validity of Ye et al.’s 
(2015) findings. Though not focusing on Escalas and Bettman’s (2003) construct of self-
brand connections, the present research aims at contributing to the literature by examining the 
relationship between status consumption (Eastman et al., 1999) and brand engagement in self-
concept (BESC; Sprott et al., 2009).  
 
            Third, a considerable shortcoming of current theorizing on status consumption is that 
it does not link constructs related to status consumption (see Table 1-2) to hierarchy-related 
constructs, such high versus low power or social dominance orientation. While Oyserman 
(2006) points out that research which takes hierarchy-related constructs into account may help 
to improve our understanding of antecedents of status consumption, only research by Yim, 
Sauer, Williams, Lee, and Macrury (2014) has started to investigate the relationship between 
social hierarchies and status consumption. Findings of Yim et al.’s (2014) study, which 
involves British and Taiwanese participants, indicate that the vertical dimension of 
individualism/collectivism relates positively to susceptibility to normative interpersonal 
influence (SNII). Susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence is in turn positively 
related to brand consciousness and attitude toward luxury brands. Yet, further research is 
needed to investigate relationships between other hierarchy-related constructs and status 
consumption. The present research addresses this gap in the consumer behavior literature by 
exploring the relationship between the hierarchy-related construct of social dominance 
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orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994), consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence 
(SUSCEP; Bearden et al., 1989), and status consumption as defined by Eastman et al. (1999) 
in a cross-cultural context. It investigates in particular whether individuals who are highly 
social-dominance oriented are more susceptible to interpersonal influence and more inclined 
to engage in status consumption than individuals who are less social-dominance oriented. 
 
 
1.2.3 Brands as signals of affiliation (consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence) 
            Research indicates that the meaning and value of a brand is not just its ability to 
express consumers’ self and their status, but also its role in signaling consumers’ affiliations 
to reference groups, i.e., to signal social identities. Depending on consumers’ predominant 
self-goal (i.e., self-verification versus self-enhancement), reference groups can be either 
membership groups or aspirational groups (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). Membership reference 
groups are groups that the individual belongs to, identifies with, and feels psychologically 
involved with (e.g., family, peers, colleagues), whereas aspirational reference groups are 
groups that the individual aspires to belong to (e.g., a social elite) (Englis & Solomon, 1995). 
In addition, consumers may strive to become members of a brand community, which is 
defined as “a specialized, non-geographically bound community, based on a structured set of 
social relations among admirers of a brand” (Muniz & O'Guinn, 2001, p. 412). Conversely, 
consumers tend to avoid brands or products that are used by and associated with reference 
groups who they perceive as negative (Berger & Heath, 2007; White & Dahl, 2006, 2007; see 
section 2.2.4). 
 
            By using a specific brand whose image is consistent with the group’s image, reference 
groups can become associated with the brand (e.g., European car clubs; Algesheimer, 
Dholakia, & Herrmann, 2005). Consumers who are or aspire to be members of a specific 
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reference group purchase and publicly display the brand the reference group is associated 
with, in order to signal their group affiliation while differentiating themselves from out-
groups (Escalas & Bettman, 2005). Conversely, consumers tend to avoid brands or products 
that are used by and associated with dissociative reference groups, i.e., groups who they 
perceive as negative (Berger & Heath, 2007; White & Dahl, 2006, 2007). For instance, 
experimental research by Han et al. (2010) demonstrates that consumers’ preference for 
conspicuously versus inconspicuously branded luxury products differs according to their 
desire to associate with their own (or an aspirational) group and to dissociate with members of 
other groups. In their experimental research involving North American participants, Han et al. 
(2010) presented pictures of designer handbags (e.g., Chanel, Coach) that were identical 
except for their degree of brand prominence, i.e., handbags featuring conspicuous or ‘loud’ 
branding versus handbags with discreet or ‘quiet’ branding. Findings indicate that wealthy 
consumers low in need for status prefer quiet luxury goods to associate with their own kind, 
whereas wealthy consumers high in need for status use loud luxury products to differentiate 
themselves from less affluent consumers.  
 
            Following social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), the desire to associate with 
particular reference groups and to dissociate with out-groups is fueled by individuals’ inherent 
tendency to compare themselves to others. Research indicates that people engage both in 
downward and upward comparisons with others in order to assess their social position (Wood, 
1989). However, only upward comparisons motivate people to purchase and display 
possessions that carry a high symbolic meaning (such as luxury products) in order to signal 
affiliations with those who are better off (e.g., Ordabayeva & Chandon, 2011). Due to the 
desire to gain social acceptance and group affiliation, people also tend to conform to other 
members of the reference group in terms of brand and product choice (Mead & Baumeister, 
2011). This kind of approval-based conformity seeking is known as normative influence 
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(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Griskevicius et al., 2006). Normative influence is particularly 
potent, as individuals who deviate from the group are more likely to be ridiculed, punished, or 
rejected by members of the group (Levine, 1989). As Asch’s (1956) classic series of studies 
on conformity shows, individuals tend to conform with the group because it is easier to go 
with the crowd than to face the consequences of going against it. Conforming behavior serves 
to prevent rejection by ingroup members and helps individuals to form and maintain stable 
relationships with members of the (aspirational) reference group (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; 
Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1993). Individuals’ striving for strong relationships with 
ingroup members reflects human beings’ fundamental need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 
1995).  
 
            While the need to belong is a cultural universal phenomenon, research indicates that 
individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal display a stronger tendency to seek 
harmonious relationships with group members (i.e., group affiliations) and to show 
conforming behavior than individuals with a dominant independent self-construal. As Kim 
and Markus (1999) point out, “following norms is a core cultural goal that fosters group 
harmony” (p. 786) in East Asian cultures. Kim and Markus (1999) demonstrate in cross-
cultural experimental research involving samples of European North Americans and East 
Asians that conformity has positive connotations of harmony and connectedness in East Asia. 
In contrast, conformity has negative connotations in American culture because freedom and 
independence are particularly valued. In line with these findings, Kitayama, Mesquita, and 
Karasawa’s (2006) cross-cultural study, which is based on a diary method, shows that 
Japanese are more likely than Americans to report happiness when they have felt positive 
emotions that are associated with harmonious social relations (e.g., feelings of connections 
with members of their group). In contrast, North Americans were found to be more likely than 
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Japanese to report happiness when they have felt positive emotions associated with 
accomplishment and personal achievement, such as feelings of pride.  
 
            Over the past decades, consumer researchers have sought to develop a better 
understanding of normative influence and its effects on consumer behavior. Drawing on early 
theorizing by McGuire (1968), William O. Bearden, Richard G. Netemeyer, and Jesse E. Teel 
(1989) were the first to conceptualize consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence as a 
general trait that varies across individuals. They define the construct of consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence “as the need to identify with or enhance one's image 
in the opinion of significant others through the acquisition and use of products and brands, the 
willingness to conform to the expectations of others regarding purchase decisions, and/or the 
tendency to learn about products and services by observing others or seeking information 
from others” (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989, p. 474). Bearden et al. (1989) provide 
empirical evidence supporting their assumption that susceptibility to interpersonal is a two-
dimensional construct consisting of the dimension of normative influence and the dimension 
of informational influence. While normative influence is the tendency to conform to 
expectations of others (Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975), informational influence is the 
tendency to take information from others as evidence about reality (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; 
Bearden et al., 1989). Yet, it is important to note that the use of the term ‘susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence’ is not consistent in the consumer research literature (Table 2-3). 
While examining Bearden et al.’s (1989) construct of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal 
influence, some scholars refer to construct as ‘susceptibility to normative influence’ or SNI 
(e.g., Batra, Homer, & Kahle, 2001; Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2012, 2014; Orth & Kahle, 
2008). Since the use of the term ‘susceptibility to normative influence’ can lead to confusions 
with the construct’s subdimension of normative influence, the present research refers to 
Bearden et al.’s (1989) construct as ‘consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence’ only. 
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            Moreover, it should be noted that Bearden et al.’s (1989) publication followed further 
research in which William O. Bearden and his colleague Randall L. Rose (1990) introduce a 
second construct for investigating the effects of normative influence on consumer behavior 
(see Table 1-3). Bearden and Rose (1990) argue that predictions about consumers’ purchase 
intentions can be made “by measuring consumers’ predisposition to act on the social cues 
available at the time of a purchase or consumption decision is being made” (p. 461). Drawing 
on theorizing by Lennox and Wolfe (1984), Bearden and Rose (1990) propose the construct 
of attention to social comparison information (ATSCI), which they define as the extent to 
which individuals are sensitive to social comparison cues that are relevant to their product 
choices and usage. However, it is important to note that most consumer research draws on 
Bearden et al.’s (1989) originally published construct of consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence instead of Bearden and Rose’s (1990) construct of consumer attention 
to social comparison information (ATSCI). This tendency may be related to the measurement 
of the constructs. A comparison of Bearden et al.’s (1989) consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) scale with Bearden and Rose’s (1990) attention to social 
comparison information (ATSCI) scale shows that the ATSCI scale includes items measuring 
the construct in contexts that are not related to consumer behavior (see section 3.4.5 for a 
detailed, critical review).  
 
Table 1-3: Constructs related to susceptibility to normative / interpersonal influence and 
social comparison seeking 
Construct name Construct definition Representative Literature 
Consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence 
(SUSCEP) 
 
 
 
 
 
The need to identify with or 
enhance one's image in the 
opinion of significant others
through the acquisition and 
use of products and brands, 
the willingness to conform to 
the expectations of others 
regarding purchase decisions, 
and/or the tendency to learn 
about products and services 
Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel 
(1989, 1990) 
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Consumer susceptibility to 
normative influence (SNI) 
by observing others or 
seeking information from 
others.  
 
 
 
Batra, Homer, & Kahle 
(2001); Orth & Kahle (2008) 
Attention to social 
comparison information 
(ATSCI) 
The extent to which 
individuals are sensitive to 
social comparison cues 
relevant to their product 
choices and usage. 
Bearden & Rose (1990)
 
 
            A major shortcoming of the consumer literature is the lack of studies exploring 
potential cross-cultural differences in consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence and 
their implications for consumer behavior. Mourali, Laroche, and Pons (2005) were the first to 
examine cross-cultural differences in consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence by 
comparing French Canadians and English Canadians. French Canadian consumers scored 
significantly lower on individualism and were significantly more susceptible to interpersonal 
influence than their English Canadian counterparts. These findings indicate that individualism 
is negatively associated with consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence. Individuals 
scoring relatively low on individualism may be more susceptible to interpersonal influence, 
because they tend to be generally more concerned with thoughts, behaviors, goals, and 
feelings of others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; White & Lehman, 2005). Research by Yim, 
Sauer, Williams, Lee, and Macrury (2014) focuses on the normative dimension of 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence. In a study involving British and Taiwanese 
participants, Yim et al. (2014) investigate the relationships between cultural orientation (i.e., 
vertical/horizontal individualism and collectivism), susceptibility to normative interpersonal 
influence (SNII), brand consciousness, and attitude toward luxury brands. Results of 
structural equation modeling indicate that susceptibility to interpersonal influence may affect 
consumers’ attitude toward luxury brands through the mediating role of brand consciousness. 
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Furthermore, Yim et al. (2014) found that consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence 
is positively associated with the vertical dimension of individualism/collectivism, suggesting 
that consumers in cultures that are highly concerned with social inequality (vertical cultures) 
tend to be more susceptible to interpersonal influence than those in egalitarian cultures 
(horizontal cultures). The present cross-cultural research aims at contributing to the consumer 
research literature by extending Mourali et al. (2005) and Yim et al.’s (2014) research. In 
particular, it compares samples of South Korean and German participants to investigate 
whether individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal differ from individuals 
with a dominant independent self-construal in their susceptibility to interpersonal influence. 
In addition, it explores the relationship between social dominance orientation, susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, and status consumption. 
 
 
1.2.4 Brands as signals of divergence (consumer need for uniqueness) 
            While empirical evidence from one stream of research shows that consumers tend to 
conform with others in their brand and product choices to signal group affiliations (as 
reviewed in section 1.2.3), findings from a separate stream of research indicate that 
consumers also strive to diverge from others by purchasing specific brands and products that 
help them maintain a sense of moderate self-distinctiveness (Snyder & Fromkin, 1977). 
Snyder and Fromkin (1977) were the first to examine individuals’ emotional, cognitive, and 
behavioral responses to information about their similarity to others across a series of 
experimental studies. Findings of their studies indicate that the need to differentiate oneself 
from others (counterconformity motivation) arises when individuals feel a threat to their 
identity because they perceive others as highly similar. Snyder and Fromkin (1977, 1980) 
refer to this tendency of establishing and maintaining a sense of moderate self-distinctiveness 
as individuals’ need for uniqueness (see Table 1-4). Brewer (1991) extends Snyder and 
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Fromkin’s (1977) theorizing in her optimal distinctiveness theory. She postulates that 
individuals constantly seek to achieve a balance between two fundamental needs: the need to 
belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, see section 2.2.3) and the need for uniqueness (Snyder & 
Fromkin, 1977). In order to achieve a balance between these two needs, individuals signal 
similarity with members of their in-group (assimilation) while showing their distinctiveness 
from out-groups (differentiation) (Brewer, 1991). Following Brewer’s (1991) theorizing, 
research by Chan, Berger and Van Boven (2012) investigates how individuals reconcile the 
conflicting motives for individual distinctiveness and group identification in consumption 
contexts. Across a series of four experimental studies, Chan et al. (2012) examine individuals’ 
choices of everyday clothing as well as their choices in 10 other consumer categories, such as 
cars, sunglasses, and toothpaste. Findings indicate that consumers can simultaneously pursue 
the goals of assimilation and differentiation by assimilating on one dimension and 
differentiating on another dimension. For instance, consumers may purchase and use a 
product a from a particular brand that other in-group members possess, but they choose a rare 
version of the branded product (e.g., a product featuring a special color) or a product that 
belongs to a limited edition (Chan, Berger, & Van Boven, 2012).  
 
            Moreover, consumer research indicates that some individuals show a particular desire 
to differentiate themselves from others by purchasing unique products that few others posses. 
Lynn and Harris (1997) were the first to conceptualize a construct capturing this tendency to 
seek uniqueness among consumers: the desire for unique consumer products (DUCP; see 
Table 2-4). They define DUCP as “the extent to which individuals hold as a personal goal the 
acquisition and possession of consumer goods, services, and experiences that few others 
possess” (p. 602). According to Lynn and Harris (1997), the desire for unique products is a 
goal-oriented state, whose intensity varies across individuals according to their need for 
uniqueness, status orientation, and materialism. Empirical research involving a total of 814 
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participants (n = 814) provides support for this assumption. The construct of DUCP is 
positively correlated to need for uniqueness according to Snyder and Fromkin (1980) (r = .33, 
p < .001; Lynn & Harris, 1997, p. 610), status orientation according to Cassidy and Lynn 
(1989) (r = .29, p < .001; Lynn & Harris, 1997, p. 611), and materialism according to Belk 
(1985) (r = .17, p < .001; Lynn & Harris, 1997, p. 611). Yet, a major shortcoming of Lynn 
and Harris’s (1997) conceptual approach to investigating consumers’ desire for unique 
products is that the DUCP construct centers on a single form of uniqueness seeking, namely 
on the desire for scarce or rare products.
 
            Tian, Bearden, and Hunter (2001) extend Lynn and Harris’s (1997) theorizing by 
proposing a more comprehensive construct that distinguishes between three forms of 
consumers’ uniqueness seeking, namely through creative choice counterconformity, 
unpopular choice counterconformity, and avoidance of smilarity. Tian et al. (2001) define the 
three-dimensional construct of consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) “as an individual’s 
pursuit of differentness relative to others that is achieved through the acquisition, utilization, 
and disposition of consumer goods for the purpose of developing and enhancing one's 
personal and social identity” (p. 52; see also Table 1-4). The first dimension of CNFU, 
creative choice counterconformity, refers to the tendency to seek differentness from others by 
purchasing and displaying products that are perceived as original, novel, and unique by others 
(e.g., Kron, 1983; Tian et al., 2001). The second dimension, unpopular choice 
counterconformity, reflects the use of brands or products “that deviate from group norms and 
thus risk social disapproval that consumers withstand in order to establish their differentness 
from others” (Tian et al., 2001, p. 52). Avoiding similarity, the third dimension of CNFU, 
refers to “the loss of interest in, or discontinued use of, possessions that become 
commonplace in order to move away from the norm” (p. 53). Findings of construct validation 
studies involving a student sample of 261 participants revealed a moderate positive 
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correlation between CNFU and Snyder and Fromkin’s (1980) need for uniqueness (r = .44, p 
< .001; Tian et al., 2001, p. 54). Besides introducing CNFU as a novel, multidimensional 
construct, Tian, Bearden, and Hunter (2001) developed and validated a 31-item scale for 
measuring individual differences in consumer need for uniqueness which will be further 
discussed in section 3.4.6. 
 
 
Table 1-4: Constructs related to individuals’ tendency to seek divergence from others 
Construct name Construct definition Representative literature 
Need for uniqueness (NFU) Individuals’ motivation to 
establish and maintain a 
sense of moderate self-
distinctiveness, because 
perceptions of extreme 
similarity to others are 
experienced as being 
unpleasant.  
Snyder & Fromkin (1977, 
1980) 
Desire for unique consumer 
products (DUCP) 
The extent to which 
individuals hold as a personal 
goal the acquisition and 
possession of consumer 
goods, services, and 
experiences that few others 
possess. 
Lynn & Harris (1997) 
Consumer need for 
uniqueness (CNFU) 
The trait of pursuing 
differentness relative to 
others through the 
acquisition, utilization, and 
disposition of consumer 
goods for the purpose of 
developing and enhancing 
one's self-image and social 
image.  
Tian, Bearden, & Hunter 
(2001) 
 
 
A number of studies have investigated how consumer need for uniqueness is related to
other constructs relevant to consumer behavior, in particular to status consumption and 
materialism. For instance, Kastanakis and Balabanis’s (2012) survey study involving 431 
consumers (n = 431) of luxury goods in the UK focuses on the relationships between CNFU, 
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self-construal type (i.e., independent versus interdependent self-construal), and consumer 
susceptibility to explore antecedents of bandwagon luxury consumption. Results of structural 
equation modeling indicate that CNFU is negatively associated with bandwagon consumption 
behavior, in particular the dimensions of unpopular choice counterconformity (E = –.156, p 
< .001) and avoidance of similarity (E = –.119, p < .001; see Kastanakis & Balabanis, p. 
1405). Yet, the third dimension of CNFU, creative choice counterconformity, was found to be 
positively related to bandwagon consumption behavior (E = .136, p < .001; see Kastanakis & 
Balabanis, p. 1405). Kastanakis and Balabanis (2012) explain this finding by pointing out that 
individuals motivated by creative counterconformity seek divergence from others but still 
want others to approve their choices. Accordingly, they are likely to purchase popular luxury 
products that may elicit the desired positive evaluations from others. Moreover, further 
research by Kastanakis and Balabanis (2014) explores influence of self-construal type, CNFU, 
and consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence on consumers’ propensity to engage in 
snob luxury consumption (Leibenstein, 1950; see Table 2-2). Results of the analyses reveal 
that the independent self-construal is positively related to all three dimensions of CNFU, i.e., 
to unpopular choice counterconformity (E = .334, p < .001), avoidance of similarity (E = .419, 
p < .001), and creative choice counterconformity (E = .501, p < .001; see Kastanakis & 
Balabanis, p. 2153). CNFU is in turn positively related to all three dimensions of CNFU, i.e., 
to unpopular choice counterconformity (E = .107, p < .001), avoidance of similarity (E = .381, 
p < .001), and creative choice counterconformity (E = .421, p < .001; see Kastanakis & 
Balabanis, p. 2153). Kastanakis and Balabanis (2014) reason that individuals with a dominant 
independent self-construal score high on need for uniqueness and are likely to engage in snob 
luxury consumption, because they prefer unique products over products that are in demand 
among many other consumers. Yet, it should be noted that Kastanakis and Balabanis’s (2014) 
findings are based on a UK sample. To the best of my knowledge, no cross-cultural study 
involving samples of collectivistic cultures has yet tested the relationships between self-
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construal type, CNFU, and luxury consumption. The present research addresses this gap in the 
consumer behavior literature by exploring the relationships between self-construal type, 
CNFU, and status consumption in samples of an East Asian collectivistic culture (South 
Koreans) and a European individualistic culture (Germans). 
 
            Moreover, it is important to note that there is a lack of research on consumer need for 
uniqueness that explores whether and to what extent consumers’ tendency to seek for 
uniqueness (CNFU) varies across cultures. Findings of experimental research by Kim and 
Markus (1999) involving East Asians and North Americans indicate that individuals of East 
Asian collectivistic cultures value conformity, whereas individuals of Western individualistic 
cultures value uniqueness. Research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001), which involves samples of 
Chinese and North Americans and investigates cultural differences in self-expressive 
processes, is in line with Kim and Markus’s (1999) findings. Findings of two experimental 
studies demonstrate that individuals with a dominant independent self-construal (North 
Americans) tend to hold attitudes that allow them to express their uniqueness, whereas 
individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal (Chinese) are likely to hold 
attitudes that demonstrate points of similarity with their peers (Aaker & Schmitt, 2001). 
While findings of research by Kim and Markus (1999) and Aaker and Schmitt (2001) suggest 
that consumers of East Asian collectivistic societies may be less motivated to seek for 
uniqueness through consumption than consumers of Western individualistic societies, no 
consumer research has yet explored potential cross-cultural differences in CNFU. The present 
research aims to contribute to current theorizing on consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU, 
Tian et al., 2001) by exploring cross-cultural differences in CNFU in samples of Korean and 
German consumers. In addition, it is the first study to investigate whether cross-cultural 
differences in CNFU are reflected in consumers’ attitudes towards customizable branded 
products (see section 1.2.5).  
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1.2.5 Extending theorizing on cross-cultural differences in consumers’ use of brands as 
signals of divergence: Customizable branded products 
            As the previous section illustrates, consumers differ in their need for uniqueness and 
in their desire to purchase and display products that are perceived as original and unique by 
others (Tian et al., 2001). Research on mass customization indicates that the customization of 
products helps consumers to fulfill their need for uniqueness by allowing them to change the 
design of a product according to their personal needs and taste (Franke & Schreier, 2008). 
Mass customization is defined as “the mass production of individually customized goods and 
services” (Pine, 1993, p. 48), whose core idea is “to provide a web-based use toolkit that 
allows the individual customer to design a product which suits her individual preferences and 
is then produced exclusively for her” (Franke & Schreier, 2008, p. 93). By using the web-
based toolkit, consumers may change for instance the physical fit of the product, add their 
signature, and choose a particular color or pattern for the product (Franke & Schreier, 2008; 
Kettle & Häuble, 2011). Research indicates that product customization brings about a number 
of benefits for companies, i.e., an increase in consumers’ willingness to pay, as well as a 
positive effect on purchase intention and on consumers’ attitude towards the product (Franke, 
Keinz, & Steger, 2009). Conversely, consumer research by Schreier (2006) demonstrates that 
customized products render several utilitarian and hedonic benefits to consumers. In a study 
involving a sample of 185 Austrian students (n = 185), Schreier (2006) investigates the value 
increment perceived by consumers who design their own cell phone covers, t-shirts, and 
scarves. Findings of Schreier’s (2006) study indicate that customized products are more 
beneficial to consumers than conventional standard products, as i) they offer a much closer fit 
between individual needs and product characteristics (i.e., a high aesthetic and functional fit), 
ii) they convey symbolic, identity-related meaning which expresses the consumer’s 
individuality, iii) their creation process is a rewarding experience for the consumer, and iv) 
they elicit pride of accomplishment (i.e., pride of authorship effect or ‘I designed it myself 
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effect’; Franke, Schreier, & Kaiser, 2010). Yet, few studies have explored the extent to which 
consumers’ need for uniqueness plays a role in the mass customization process of branded 
products. For instance, survey research by Fiore, Lee, and Kunz (2002) involving a sample of 
521 North American students examines individual differences in consumers’ motivation to 
engage in mass customization of fashion products. Findings show that consumers with a high 
general preference for unique products report significantly higher intentions to engage in mass 
customization than consumers low in preference for unique products. Besides the scarcity of 
studies exploring the extent to which consumers’ need for uniqueness plays a role in mass 
customization, two major shortcomings can be identified in the existing literature. 
 
            Firstly, current theorizing on antecedents and outcomes of product customization does 
not account for potential cultural differences in uniqueness seeking that may affect 
consumers’ attitude towards customizing the design of a product. To date, only research by 
Song and Fiore (2008) has started to examine how consumers of non-Western collectivistic 
societies perceive the value of customized fashion products. In an experimental study, Song 
and Fiore (2008) ask a sample of 344 Chinese participants (n = 344) to select and design t-
shirts that differ in price and customization level (i.e., in the number of customization options 
to choose from). In addition, they ask participants to rate the t-shirts according to their 
perceived quality and value on self-response scales. Results of correlational analyses show 
that customization level and perceived quality of the product are positively correlated (r = .11, 
p < .05; Song & Fiore, 2008, p. 518). However, customization level and perceived value of 
the product were found to be negatively correlated (r = –.51, p < .01; Song & Fiore, 2008; p. 
518). Thus, while Chinese consumers perceive mass-customized fashion products to be of 
higher quality than conventional standard products, they do not ascribe a higher value to 
customized products than to standard products (Song & Fiore, 2008). Song and Fiore (2008) 
reason that expressing one’s creativity may not provide added value to Chinese consumers, 
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because conformity is valued over uniqueness seeking in East Asian collectivistic societies. 
These findings are in line with prior experimental research by Kim and Markus (1999) and 
suggest that consumers of Western individualistic cultures and consumers of East Asian 
collectivistic cultures may differ in ascribing value and symbolic, identity-related meaning to 
customized products as theorized by Schreier (2006). Yet, neither Song and Fiore’s study 
(2008) nor any other (cross-cultural) consumer research has yet investigated the impact of 
consumers’ uniqueness seeking (CNFU) on product design customization in East Asian 
collectivistic societies. The present research addresses this gap in the consumer behavior 
literature by i) investigating potential cross-cultural differences in Korean and German 
participants’ attitude towards and perception of customizable branded products, and by ii) 
examining the relationship between self-construal type, consumers’ need for uniqueness 
(CNFU; Tian et al., 2001), and consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded products.  
 
            Secondly, current theorizing on mass customization of products overlooks potential 
positive effects that product design customization may have on self-brand connections, in 
particular on brand engagement in self-concept (BESC, Sprott et al., 2009). In line with 
Belk’s (1988) research on self-extension through the creation of an object, research by Atakan, 
Bagozzi and Yoon (2014) indicates that customizing the design of a product increases 
consumers’ identification with the product and their psychological attachment to it. Across 
four experimental studies involving 444 North American students (n = 444), Atakan et al. 
(2014) examine consumers’ psychological responses to i) creating a product at the realization 
stage (i.e., consumers put physical effort into making or assembling a predesigned product) 
and to ii) creating a product at the design stage (i.e., consumers change color, material or 
shape according to their personal taste). In the first study focusing on product creation at the 
realization stage, participants were asked to make a picture frame from cardboard following 
step-by-step instructions. In the second computer-based study, which focuses on product 
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creation at the design stage, Atakan et al. (2014) asked participants to create the design of a 
mug using PowerPoint. In the third and fourth study, which investigate consumers’ 
participation both at the design and the realization stage, participants were asked to create a 
music CD. Specifically, participants were told to choose five songs from a list and to design 
the CD’s case using PowerPoint (Atakan et al., 2014). Findings of the experimental studies 
indicate that the creation of a product at the realization stage increases consumers’ 
psychological attachment to the product. The creation of a product at the design stage 
however, not only increases consumers’ psychological attachment, but also leads to 
consumers’ identification with the product, i.e., to the formation of a link between the 
consumers’ self-concept and the product (Atakan et al., 2014). Atakan et al. (2014) reason 
that the product gains symbolic (i.e., identity-signaling and self-expressive) meaning when 
consumers modify its design, because the customized product design represents the 
consumers’ tastes, preferences, and identities. The present research extends Atakan et al.’s 
(2014) research by highlighting that the customization of a branded product may not only 
increase consumers’ identification with the product, but also their identification with the 
brand. It investigates in particular whether consumers’ positive attitude towards customizable 
branded products is related to brand engagement in self-concept (BESC; Sprott et al., 2009).  
 
 
1.3 CONCLUSION 
            The first chapter highlighted shortcomings of existing theorizing on self-brand 
connections and on consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities (i.e., brands as
signals of status, affiliation, and divergence). In particular, it points out that there is a lack of 
research exploring i) potential cross-cultural differences in consumers’ tendency to include 
important brands as part of the self-concept, and ii) the implications of cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ uniqueness seeking for product design customization. Moreover, it 
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extends research by Atakan et al. (2014) by suggesting to investigate the potential relationship 
between consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded products and brand engagement 
in self-concept (BESC, Sprott et al., 2009). The following chapter shifts the focus on the 
constructs of self-construal and social dominance orientation, which the present research 
draws on to develop a better understanding of cross-cultural differences in consumers’ use of 
brands as signals of self-identities as well as their implications for product design 
customization and self-brand connections.  
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CHAPTER 2: INVESTIGATING CROSS-CULTURAL 
DIFFERENCES IN SIGNALING OF SELF-IDENTITIES BY 
FOCUSING ON SELF-CONSTRUAL AND SELF-OTHER 
RELATIONSHIPS  
 
 
A nation’s culture resides in the hearts 
and in the soul of its people
– Mahatma Gandhi (1869 – 1948) 
 
            The purpose of the second chapter is to introduce conceptual approaches and 
constructs relevant to investigating cultural variations in self-construal and in self-other 
relationships which in turn help to understand cross-cultural differences in consumers’ use of
brands as signals of self-identities. To develop a better understanding of cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of affiliation versus divergence, one focus 
is laid on examining how consumers view themselves and relate to others (i.e., individuals’ 
dominant self-construal). In order to further develop the understanding of cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of status, another focus is put on examining
self-other relationships (i.e., individuals’ acceptance of social inequality). While the first part 
of the chapter (sections 2.1.1 to 2.1.4) focuses on the relationship between culture and the self, 
the second part of the chapter (sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2) centers on cross-cultural differences 
in social inequality and self-other relationships.  
            Since consumers’ self-concept and identity signaling processes are at the heart of this 
thesis, section 2.1.1 defines both self and identity and discusses how the concepts relate to one 
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another. Section 2.1.2 introduces the construct of culture and sources of cultural variability. 
Specifically, it outlines the conceptual approach of this research, which follows the tradition 
of cultural psychology in viewing culture and self as mutually constituted. In section 2.1.3, 
cultural variations of the self-construal are introduced, i.e., the independent self-construal and 
the interdependent self-construal according to Markus and Kitayama (1991). A particular 
focus is laid on psychological outcomes of the independent self-construal and the 
interdependent self-construal and their implications for consumers’ use of brands. Section 
2.1.4 provides a critical literature review of cross-cultural consumer research that draws on 
self-construal theory to point out shortcomings of existing studies.  
 
            Section 2.2.1 introduces existing conceptual approaches to investigating cross-cultural 
differences in self-other relationships and social inequality. In particular, it critically reviews 
Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand’s (1995) conceptualization of vertical/horizontal 
individualism and collectivism, which is the primary approach to investigating cross-cultural 
differences in hierarchy and equality at the individual level. Following the critical discussion 
of Singelis et al.’s (1995) conceptual approach, the construct of social dominance orientation 
is introduced as a promising alternate to the vertical/horizontal distinction of individualism 
and collectivism. Section 2.2.2 provides a review of existing consumer research drawing on 
the construct of social dominance orientation. 
 
            Two major findings emerge from the literature reviews and critical discussions of the 
second chapter. First, consumer research exploring implications of cross-cultural differences 
in self-construal for consumer-brand connections is still in its infancy. Second, research 
examining the implications of social dominance orientation for consumer behavior is 
extremely scarce, though the construct of social dominance orientation may be particularly 
useful for investigating antecedents and determinants of status consumption. The present 
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research addresses both gaps in the consumer behavior literature by i) investigating 
implications of cross-cultural differences in self-construal for consumers’ self-brand 
connections and the use of brands as signals of affiliation versus divergence from others, and 
ii) by exploring implications of cross-cultural differences in social dominance orientation for 
consumers’ use of brands as signals of status. 
 
 
2.1 THE CULTURE-SELF RELATIONSHIP  
2.1.1 Self and identity 
            Since the 1970s, academic psychologists and sociologists have given great attention to 
defining the self and to exploring self-related phenomena, such as identity. Despite an 
impressive number of studies, the scientific literature lacks a single, universally accepted 
definition of the self. Scholars have noted that some self-related phenomena (e.g., self-
awareness, conceptual self-consciousness) are either synonymous or ill-defined (e.g., 
Baumeister, 1987; Leary & Tangney, 2012). To bring clarity to this problem, Morin (2017) 
proposes a classification system of self-terms and offers a definition of the self that emerged 
from a comprehensive review of existing definitions. According to Morin (2017), the self 
“contains all imaginable physical and psychological (e.g., cognitive, affective, motivational, 
social) characteristics that make a person unique and different from others” (p. 3). It should be 
noted that some consumer researchers work however with a notion of self that is less 
rigorously defined. For instance, Aaker (1999) notes in her article on consumers’ self-concept 
and the self-expressive role of brands that her research focuses only on schematic traits of the 
self, i.e., a set of personality traits that are extremely descriptive and important to a person. 
 
            When referring to the self, the terms self-construal (or self-concept) and identity are 
often used interchangeably, as the distinction between the constructs is not consistently well-
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established in the literature (Pilarska, 2014). Markus and Kitayama (2010) note that the terms 
are similar in purpose, but identity is “typically used when the emphasis is on how others, be 
they individuals or groups, influence the person” (p. 421). However, some scholars clearly 
distinguish between self-concept and identity (e.g., Howard, 2000; Oyserman, 2001). 
Oyserman, Elmore, and Smith (2012) define identity as “the traits and characteristics, social 
relations, roles, and social group memberships that define who one is” (p. 69). Accordingly, 
they conceptualize the self-concept as an array of personal and social identities and as a 
theory about who an individual was, is, and may become. Yet, personal identities and social 
identities are not well-integrated (Oyserman, 2001, 2009). While personal identities are 
decontextualized descriptions of characteristics, personal traits, and goals (e.g., being 
intellectual), social identities are contextualized and include characteristics, traits, and goals 
linked to a social group (e.g., being a member of the group X) (Oyserman, 2009). According 
to Oyserman (2009), identities are not stable but highly sensitive to situational cues. While all 
self-concepts contain both personal and social identities, societies differ in the tendency to cue 
a social versus a personal identity in a given situation. Personal identities are more likely to be 
cued in individualistic societies (e.g., Germany), whereas social identities are more likely to 
be cued in collectivistic societies (e.g., South Korea). Accordingly, personal identities are 
more likely to become salient if the individual has a dominant independent self-construal, 
while social identities are more likely to become salient if the individual has a dominant 
interdependent self-construal (see section 2.1.3 for a review of the independent and the 
interdependent self-construal). Yet, some consumer researchers work with a notion of identity 
that differs significantly from definitions proposed by psychologists and other behavioral 
scientists. For example, in his work on consumers’ loved objects, Ahuvia (2005) defines 
identity as a structured coherent narrative. Specifically, an identity is a list of attributes that 
are linked in memory to key episodes in the individual’s life, which in turn form together a 
story. 
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            In the context of the present research, the terms self-concept and identity are not used 
interchangeably, because it does not allow to make important distinctions relevant to 
investigating cross-cultural differences in consumers’ self and their use of brands to construct 
and to signal identities. For instance, the consumer’s use of a brand may signal a particular 
given (or desired) identity (e.g., a Chanel bag signaling its owner’s affiliation to a group of 
affluent consumers). Yet, it is impossible for a brand to signal the consumer’s self, i.e., the 
entirety of characteristics that define the consumer as a unique individual. Thus, this research 
follows Oyserman’s (2009) conceptualization of the self-concept (henceforth self-construal) 
as an array of personal and social identities that are sensitive to situational cues. While the 
term self-construal is used throughout this thesis when referring to the self and its cultural 
variations (i.e., independent versus interdependent self-construal), the term identity is used 
when referring to identities that are salient when consumers use particular brands or products. 
It should be noted that this research does not involve the investigation of situational cues that 
trigger identities as it is often done in studies using a priming design. 
 
 
2.1.2 Culture and sources of cultural variability 
            Social scientists have debated for decades over definitions and conceptualizations of 
culture (see for instance Jahoda, 1984; Pelto & Pelto, 1975; Rohner, 1984; Segall, 1984; Tylor, 
1865). As Lonner (1984) notes, “the culture concept has been examined, poked at, pushed, 
rolled over, killed, revived, and reified ad infinitum” (p. 108). Being arguably the most 
elusive term in social sciences, culture is often used as a stand-in for a wide range of symbolic 
and material concepts that are located in the world, such as social practices, cultural systems, 
contexts, social systems, norms and values (Markus & Kitayama, 2010). Yet, there is no one 
accepted definition of culture in psychology, sociology, or anthropology. Having examined 
multiple definitions of culture, Triandis (1996) concludes that most researchers define culture 
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as a set of beliefs, meanings, and practices that guide the creation of social products, the 
formation and maintenance of social institutions, and the development of its members. He 
also points out that all researchers agree on specific markers of culture, namely “shared 
cognitions, standard operating procedures, and unexamined assumptions” (Triandis, 1996, p. 
407). The complex nature of culture raises two fundamental questions, namely i) How does 
culture relate to the individual, i.e., individual behavior? and ii) Which sources of cultural 
variability can be identified and operationalized?  
 
            The first question has been subject of dispute among scholars for decades (see Miller, 
1997). Some early cross-cultural psychologists have understood culture and individual 
behavior as “discrete phenomena, with culture conceptualized and used as an independent 
variable that affects the dependent variable of individual behavior” (Adamopoulos & Lonner, 
2001, p. 19). Cultural psychologists have challenged this view arguing that culture and 
individual behavior are mutually constitutive phenomena, i.e., they are integral to each other 
and cannot be understood in isolation. Taking indigenous psychologies into account, they do 
not view culture as a variable, quasi-independent variable, or a mere sum of individual 
characteristics, but as “an emergent property of individuals interacting with their natural and 
human environment.” (Kim, Park, & Park, p. 67). 
 
            The present research does not share the view of cross-cultural psychologists that 
“culture exists as largely separate from the individual, and is likened to an independent 
variable impacting on the dependent variable of personality” (Heine, 2001, p. 883). It follows 
instead the tradition of cultural psychology, as advocated by Markus & Kitayama (1998), 
which views culture and self as mutually constituted. As Lonner and Adamopoulos (1997) 
point out, Markus and Kitayama take a moderator-variable approach to the study of culture 
which is perfectly compatible with cross-cultural research. They treat culture as an 
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intervening variable by viewing interdependent and independent self-construals as products of 
culture which in turn influence psychological functions (Adamopoulos & Lonner, 2001). 
Support for this view is provided by research in the field of evolutionary psychology (e.g., 
Henrich & McElreath, 2003). Over the course of human evolution, different environments 
and strategies of survival (e.g., hunting, food gathering) have led to variations in the way that 
humans interact and view themselves and others (Triandis, 1989). For instance, in an 
environment where the group survives by hunting or food gathering, humans are likely show 
independent/individualistic behavior, such as working alone or in small groups. In an 
environment where the group’s survival is ensured by agriculture, humans are likely to show 
interdependent/collectivistic behavior and to develop a complex hierarchical system, as 
substantial cooperation is necessary to carry out agricultural activities (Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & 
Norenzayan, 2001). Based on the assumption that “the self is seen to arise from biological 
potentials becoming attuned to the particular meaning system within which the individual 
develops” (Heine, 2001, p. 882), cultural variation is examined by focusing on cultural 
variations of individuals’ self-construals.  
 
            To address the second fundamental question of research on culture, scholars have 
proposed several conceptual and methodological approaches to identifying sources of cultural 
variability over the past decades. Besides the pioneering and most prominent approach of 
measuring cultural variation along a set of specific cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 1984), 
cross-cultural researchers have developed conceptual approaches based on values and value 
hierarchies (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz & Bardi, 2001; Smith, Dugan, & Trompenaars, 
1996), the strength of social norms, i.e., cultural tightness-looseness (Pelto, 1968; Gelfand et 
al., 2011; Gelfand, Nishii, & Raver, 2006), and general beliefs called social axioms (Bond et 
al., 2004; Leung et al., 2002). Many of the conceptual approaches above have been criticized 
for being overly simplistic and flawed (see Taras, Rowney, & Steel, 2009). In particular, the 
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validity of Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimensions and elaborated equivalents (GLOBE study; 
House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004) have been the subject of considerable 
debate (e.g., Fang, 2003; Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Oyserman, Coon, & 
Kemmelmeier, 2002; Tung & Verbeke, 2010). Yet, most cross-cultural studies in the fields of 
international marketing and consumer behavior have not moved beyond Hofstede’s (1984) 
conceptual approach of cultural dimensions (see Engelen & Brettel, 2011). This research aims 
at highlighting an alternative approach. In line with Markus and Kitayama (1998), it focuses 
on identifying cultural variations in self-construal (see the following section 2.1.3) and in self-
other relationships (see section 2.2.3). 
 
 
2.1.3 Cultural variations of the self-construal   
            Over the past three decades, researchers exploring the nature of the self, have 
developed several conceptualizations of the human self. For instance, Neisser (1988) 
differentiates between five different types of self (i.e., ecological self, interpersonal self, 
extended self, private self, conceptual self), while Higgins (1987) distinguishes between three 
domains of self (i.e., actual self, ideal self, and ought self). The present research draws on two 
of the most influential conceptual approaches to the study of the self: Markus and Nurius’s 
(1986) theory of the working self-concept and Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal 
theory.  
 
            According to Markus and Nurius (1986), the self-concept (or self-construal) is a 
dynamic, multiphaceted phenomenon consisting of schemas, conceptions, goals, and 
prototypes. It also includes schemas of past behavior, as well as patterns for current and future 
behavior. However, not all content of the self-concept is simultaneously active. Only a subset 
of its content, the working self-concept, is activated depending on the situational context 
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(Markus & Nurius, 1986; Markus & Wurf, 1987). Individuals can hold multiple 
representations of themselves in the working self-concept which define them in terms of 
unique traits, dyadic relationships, or social group memberships (Sim et al., 2014). Activated 
self-representations can alter individuals’ interpretations of a given situation, regulate their 
emotions, and guide their behavior. It is should be noted at this point that Markus and 
Nurius’s (1986) theorizing on the self corresponds with Oyserman’s (2001, 2009) 
conceptualization of the self-concept as an array of personal and social identities (see section 
2.1.1). Accordingly, personal identities of the individual become salient if the situational 
context activates content of the self-concept about unique traits that differentiate the 
individual from others. Conversely, collective identities of the individual become salient if the 
situational context activates self-representations of the self-concept about dyadic relationships 
or social group memberships. These two processes have been discussed in the context of 
consumer behavior in section 1.1.1. 
 
            According to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory, the influence of 
culture leads to two divergent schemata of the self: the independent and the interdependent 
self-construal. The two construals differ with regard to individuals’ belief “about the 
relationship between the self and others, and especially, the degree to which they see 
themselves as separate from others or as connected with others” (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, 
p. 226, emphasis in original). While the self-construal of every individual carries elements of 
interdependence and independence to varying degrees (Fiske et al., 1998; Greenfield, 2009; 
Triandis, 1995), the dominating schema guides various aspects of perception, cognition, 
emotion, and behavior. According to the prevalent view held in WEIRD societies (Western, 
Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic; Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010), the 
individual is an independent, individualistic, “autonomous entity who (a) comprises a unique 
configuration of internal attributes (e.g., traits, abilities, motives, and values), and (b) behaves 
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primarily as a consequence of internal attributes” (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p. 224). In 
traditional, collectivistic societies however, the individual is an interdependent entity (a) 
whose core conceptions of the self are based on significant interpersonal relationships, and (b) 
whose behavior is guided by self-knowledge that encourages fitting in during interactions 
with others (Markus & Kitayama, 2010). Other-focused emotions (e.g., shame, sympathy) are 
more accessible to individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal than to 
individuals with a dominant independent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 
 
            Markus and Kitayama (1991) assume that relatively more individuals in Western 
cultures (e.g., North America, Western Europe) have a dominant independent self, whereas 
relatively more individuals in non-Western cultures (e.g., East Asia, Africa, South America) 
have a dominant interdependent self. Yet, individuals in a given culture may vary in the 
extent to which they are “good cultural representatives and construe the self in the mandated 
way” (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p. 226). While both interdependent and independent self-
construals form part of individuals’ self-concept, they are stored in separate locations in 
memory (Trafimow & Smith, 1998; Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991). Contextual factors 
determine which self-construal is active at any one time. While the independent self-construal 
is rendered chronically salient by everyday cultural practices in individualistic societies, the 
interdependent self-construal is rendered salient by common cultural practices in collectivistic 
cultures (e.g., Gardner, Gabriel, & Lee, 1999; Hong & Chiu, 2001). Research on bicultural 
bilinguals suggests that language can serve as a cue to activate either type of self-construal 
(Kemmelmeier & Cheng, 2004). Accordingly, the studies of the present research are 
conducted in the participants’ native language, i.e., in Korean and German respectively (see 
section 3.3.1 for a detailed discussion).  
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            Differences between the independent and the interdependent self-construal are 
illustrated by Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 below, which have been published in a more recent 
paper by Markus and Kitayama (2010) as adaptations from Markus and Kitayama (1991) and 
Heine (2008).  
 
Figure 2-1: The independent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 2010, p. 424) 
 
 
Figure 2-2: The interdependent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 2010, p. 424) 
 
            Figure 2-1 shows the core conceptions of the independent self-construal (indicated by 
Xs), which are despite their closeness to in-group members distinctly bounded. As they view 
themselves as separate from others, individuals with a dominant independent self-construal 
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may change their reference groups frequently (Triandis, 1989). They are likely to focus on, 
and express their own thoughts, feelings, and goals (e.g., Kim, 2002). Since the most 
important values in Western individualistic cultures include freedom of being able to choose 
for oneself, individuals with a dominant independent self-construal follow their own 
conscience, make their own choices, and view conformity in a negative light (Kim & Markus, 
1999). Specifically, they tend to purchase and display products and brands to express their 
uniqueness and individuality (Tian, Bearden, & Hunter, 2001). In addition, individuals with a 
dominant independent self-construal tend to highlight successful performances, in order to 
draw attention to their positive, defining attributes (Markus, Uchida, Omoregie, Townsend, & 
Kitayama, 2006). Thus, consumers with a dominant independent self-construal are likely to 
display prestigious brands as symbols of their personal achievements and professional merit 
(Wong & Ahuvia, 1998).  
 
            In contrast, the structure of the interdependent self-construal includes members of the 
individual’s reference groups. As Figure 2-2 shows, the core conceptions of the 
interdependent self include others within the boundaries of the self (as indicated by Xs in the 
overlap between the individual’s self and the selves of significant others). Individuals with an 
interdependent self-construal take actions as representatives of the groups they belong to (e.g., 
family, clan), and they give particular importance to the needs, desires, and goals of in-group 
members. Particularly in East Asian collectivistic societies, individuals fear to be separated or 
disconnected from the group, which is viewed as unnatural and immature (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1994; Yuki, 2003). In order to be connected to others and to maintain group 
harmony, East Asians tend to conform with members of their reference groups (Kim & 
Markus, 1999). Accordingly, individuals in East Asian collectivistic societies are likely to 
conform in terms of their consumption behavior to members of their reference groups, for 
instance by purchasing the same products and brands. Moreover, East Asians are under 
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pressure to live up to the expectations of members of their reference groups in order to 
preserve ‘face’, which refers to the individual’s and the group’s social prestige (see section 
2.2.2 for a detailed discussion). The need to maintain face creates expectations of what 
products and brands the individual needs to consume in order to maintain his/her own as well 
as the reference group’s socially appropriate appearance (Wong & Ahuvia, 1998). 
Accordingly, East Asian consumers are likely to display costly products and luxury brands 
not only as symbols of their own achievements, but also as symbols of the position their 
reference group.  
 
            A major critique on Markus and Kitayama’s theorizing concerns empirical research 
challenging the basic assumption that individuals living in collectivistic cultures have 
interdependent self-construals (see Matsumoto, 1999). In particular, a number of studies 
indicates that East Asians have a dominant independent self-construal. For instance, Takano 
and Osaka (1999) provide empirical evidence of 15 cross-cultural studies indicating that 
Japanese are not more interdependent/collectivistic than North Americans. It is important to 
note that there are two possible reasons for the results of these studies. First, results may be 
due to the use of student samples. Research indicates that students – in both individualistic 
and collectivistic cultures – are likely to be more independent than individuals of the general 
population, as the academic environment fosters competition and self-achievement 
(Matsumoto, Kudoh, & Takeuchi, 1996; Oyserman, 1993). For instance, findings of empirical 
studies that examine collectivistic tendencies across several age groups in South Korea show 
that collectivism is negatively correlated with a high level of education (Han & Ahn, 1994). 
Second, some of the mixed empirical support is likely to be due to an improper use of 
research instruments, particularly Likert scales (e.g., Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995; Johnson, 
Kulesa, Cho, & Shavitt, 2005; Johnson, Shavitt, & Holbrook, 2011). Specifically, response 
biases (e.g., acquiescent responding), can occur when Likert scale-based surveys are 
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implemented in collectivistic samples without considering cultural context effects (see section 
3.3.2 for a detailed discussion).  
 
            Following the critique outlined above, Harb and Smith (2008) have sought to develop 
a refined conceptual approach to investigating cultural variations in self-construal. By 
drawing on self-categorization theory, they propose the investigation of cultural variations in 
self-construal on six subcategories of self-construal (i.e., the personal self, relational 
horizontal and relational vertical selves, collective horizontal and collective vertical selves, 
and humanity-bound self-construal). Yet, Harb and Smith’s (2008) conceptual proposition is 
not as recognized by scholars as Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory which 
continues to be the most influential theoretical approach in research on cultural variations of 
the self to this date.  
 
 
2.1.4 Cultural variations of the self-construal and their effects on consumer behavior 
            Extensive cross-cultural research indicates that cultural influence accounts for 
variation in perceptual and cognitive processes relevant to consumer behavior (see for 
instance Kastanakis & Voyer, 2014). While Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) article on self-
construal theory is one of the most cited works in the web of science (Anderson, 2011), 
empirical cross-cultural consumer research drawing on self-construal theory seems to be 
relatively scarce. In order to check this assumption, I conducted a comprehensive review of 
literature that cites Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) seminal work on self-construal. 
Publications were identified using Google Scholar and they were assessed according to the 
following criteria: i) research either in the fields of consumer behavior or marketing, ii) 
comparison of at least two different cultural samples, and iii) empirical measurement of 
differences in self-construal. Only twenty studies, published between 1998 and 2013, were 
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identified that fulfill these criteria (see Table 2-1 for an overview of all identified studies). 
Other publications citing Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) article are either not related to 
consumer behavior (e.g., publications in the field of social psychology), or are publications in 
the field of consumer research that investigate variations in self-construal in samples from a 
single culture, i.e., they do not include a cross-cultural comparison.  
 
            The 20 cross-cultural studies that were identified (see Table 2-1) investigate effects of 
cultural variations in self-construal on consumer behavior in the following areas: consumers’ 
responses to persuasive advertising appeals (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Aaker & Williams, 1998; 
Agrawal & Maheswaran, 2005; Kim & Johnson, 2013; Lau-Gesk, 2003; Polyorat & Alden, 
2005); perceptions of price fairness (Bolton, Keh, & Alba, 2010); product preferences (Aaker 
& Schmitt, 2001; White, Argo, & Sengupta, 2012), impulse buying (Kacen & Lee, 2002), 
service evaluations (Alden, He, & Chen, 2010; Chan & Wan, 2008; Mattila & Patterson, 
2004), complaining behavior (Wan, 2013), decision-making (Kim & Sherman, 2007; Yoon, 
Suk, Lee, & Park, 2011), consumer self-confidence (Chelminsky & Coulter, 2007), and 
adoption of new products (Ma, Yang, & Mourali, 2014; Choi & Totten, 2012). Yet, only 
research published Sung and Choi (2012) investigates implications of cultural variations in 
self-construal for consumer-brand relationships. Their research demonstrates that brands with 
personality traits congruent with consumers’ self-concept are more positively evaluated by 
consumers than brands with incongruent personality traits. These self-brand congruity effects 
are more evident in individualistic cultures (i.e., the United States) than in collectivistic 
cultures (i.e., Korea), providing evidence that self-consistency is less emphasized in the latter 
cultures. Following Markus and Kitayama’s (1994) self-construal theory, Sung and Choi 
(2012) reason that a strong form of self-consistency may be perceived in collectivistic 
cultures as a lack of flexibility, because the self is viewed as part of the ever-changing social 
context.  
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Table 2-1: Empirical studies investigating cultural variations of the self-construal and their 
impact on consumer behavior 
Reference Samples Method 
Aaker, J. L., & Lee, A. Y. (2001). “I” seek pleasures and “we” 
avoid pains: The role of self-regulatory goals in information 
processing and persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research, 28(1), 
33–49. 
Caucasian US 
Americans, Chinese 
Experiments 
Aaker, J. L., Schmitt, B. (2001). Culture-dependent assimilation 
and differentiation of the self: Preferences for consumption 
symbols in the United States and China. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 32(5), 561–576.  
Caucasian US 
Americans, Chinese 
Experiments 
Aaker, J. L., & Williams, P. (1998). Empathy versus pride: The 
influence of emotional appeals across cultures. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 25(3), 241–261. 
US Americans,
Chinese 
Experiments 
Agrawal, N., & Maheswaran, D. (2005). The effects of self-
construal and commitment on persuasion. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 31(4), 841–849. 
Nepali, US 
Americans
Experiments 
Alden, D. L., He, Y., & Chen, Q. (2010). Service recommendations 
and customer evaluations in the international marketplace: Cultural 
and situational contingencies. Journal of Business Research, 63(1), 
38–44. 
US Americans,
Chinese 
Experiments 
Bolton, L. E., Keh, H. T., & Alba, J. W. (2010). How do price 
fairness perceptions differ across culture? Journal of Marketing 
Research, 47(3), 564–576. 
US Americans,
Chinese 
Experiments 
Chan, H., & Wan, L. C. (2008). Consumer responses to service 
failures: A resource preference model of cultural influences. 
Journal of International Marketing, 16(1), 72–97. 
US Americans,
Chinese 
Experiments 
Chelminski, P., & Coulter, R. A. (2007). On market mavens and 
consumer self-confidence: A cross-cultural study. Psychology & 
Marketing, 24(1), 69–91. 
US Americans,
South Koreans 
Survey 
Choi, Y. K., & Totten, J. W. (2012). Self-construal's role in mobile 
TV acceptance: Extension of TAM across cultures. Journal of 
Business Research, 65(11), 1525–1533. 
US Americans,
South Koreans 
Survey 
Kacen, J. J., & Lee, J. A. (2002). The Influence of culture on 
consumer impulsive buying behavior. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 12(2), 163–176.
Australians, US 
Americans, Hong 
Kong Chinese, 
Singaporeans, 
Malaysians 
Survey 
Kim, J. & Johnson, K. K. P. (2013). The Impact of moral emotions 
on cause-related marketing campaigns: A cross-cultural 
examination. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(1), 79–90. 
US Americans, 
South Koreans 
Survey 
Kim, H. S., & Sherman, D. K. (2007). “Express yourself”: Culture 
and the effect of self-expression on choice. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 92(1), 1–11.
European US 
Americans, South 
Koreans (study 1); 
East Asian 
Americans, 
European 
Americans (studies 
2-4) 
Survey, 
experiments 
Lau-Gesk, L. G. (2003). Activating culture through persuasion 
appeals: An examination of the bicultural consumer. Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 13(3), 301–315. 
Caucasian US 
Americans, East 
Asian Americans, 
Chinese 
Experiments 
Ma, Z., Yang, Z., & Mourali, M. (2014). Consumer adoption of 
new products: Independent versus interdependent self-perspectives. 
Journal of Marketing, 78(2), 101–117. 
US Americans,
Japanese 
Survey, 
experiments 
Mattila, A. S., & Patterson, P. G. (2004). The impact of culture on 
consumers’ perceptions of service recovery efforts. Journal of 
Retailing, 80(3), 196–206. 
US Americans,
Thai and Malasians 
Experiments 
Polyorat, K., & Alden, D. L. (2005). Self-construal and need-for- US Americans, Experiments 
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cognition effects on brand attitudes and purchase intentions in 
response to comparative advertising in Thailand and the United 
States. Journal of Advertising, 34(1), 37–48. 
Thai 
Sung, Y., & Choi, S. M. (2012). The influence of self-construal on 
self-brand congruity in the United States and Korea. Journal of 
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 43(1), 151–166. 
US Americans,
South Koreans 
Experiments 
Wan, L. C. (2013). Culture's impact on consumer complaining 
responses to embarrassing service failure. Journal of Business 
Research, 66(3), 298–305. 
US Americans,
Chinese 
Experiments 
White, K., Argo, J. J., & Sengupta, J. (2012). Dissociative versus
associative responses to social identity threat: The role of consumer 
self-construal. Journal of Consumer Research, 39(4), 704–719.  
Caucasian 
Canadians, Asian 
Canadians (study 
1); Caucasian 
Asians, Hong Kong
Chinese (study 2) 
Experiments
Yoon, S. O., Suk, K., Lee, S. M., & Park, E. Y. (2011). To seek 
variety or uniformity: The role of culture in consumers’ choice in a 
group setting. Marketing Letters, 22(1), 49–64. 
South Korean 
students, 
individuals from 
independent 
cultures 
Experiments 
 
 
            As the literature review shows, consumer research exploring implications of cross-
cultural differences in self-construal for consumer-brand relationships is still in its infancy. 
The present research addresses this gap in the consumer behavior literature by investigating 
implications of cross-cultural differences in self-construal for consumers’ self-brand 
connections and the use of brands as signals of affiliation versus divergence from others. It 
examines in particular, whether consumers with a dominant independent self-construal differ 
from consumers with a dominant interdependent self-construal, when it comes to integrating 
important brands into the self-concept (brand engagement in self-concept, see sections 1.2.1 
and 3.1.1 for a detailed discussion of the construct and the research aim).  
 
            Moreover, to develop a better understanding of cross-cultural differences in 
consumers’ use of brands as signals of status, the present research examines cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ self-other relationships by focusing on their acceptance of 
hierarchies and social inequality (as opposed to egalitarianism). The following section 
introduces existing conceptual approaches to exploring cultural variations in self-other 
  74 
relationships (e.g., power distance, the vertical/horizontal distinction of individualism and 
collectivism) as well as social dominance orientation, which is the second key construct of the 
present research. 
 
 
2.2 SELF-OTHER RELATIONSHIPS – EXAMINING INDIVIDUALS’ 
ACCEPTANCE OF SOCIAL INEQUALITY
2.2.1 Cultural variations of self-other relationships 
Cross-cultural researchers argue that societies and social strata within societies differ
in their socialization processes, resulting in two types of self-construal (Oyserman, 2006). In 
particular, cultures differ in self-other relationships, i.e., in the way how individuals and 
groups are related to each other and how the individual engages with others. While unequal 
power distributions (hierarchies) and social inequality are accepted in some cultures (e.g., 
Japan), other cultures emphasize egalitarianism and equality (e.g., Sweden). Hofstede’s (1984,
2001) pioneering work on power distance laid the foundations of cross-cultural research on 
self-other relationships. According to Hofstede (1984), who focuses on investigating cross-
cultural differences at the national level, power distance is the extent to which a society 
accepts inequality in wealth, power, and prestige. The higher members of a given culture 
score on Hofstede’s (1984) power distance index, the more accepted is hierarchical inequality
in society. Individuals in societies with a low score on Hofstede’s power distance strive to 
equalize the distribution of power and demand justification for uneqal power distributions. 
For instance, with a score of 60, South Korea scores relatively high on power distance. In 
contrast, Germany is with a score of 35 among those cultures scoring relatively low on power 
distance (Hofstede, 2001).
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            Drawing on Hofstede’s work, Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand (1995) were 
the first to investigate the role of social inequality across cultures at the individual level. 
Arguing that “the most important attributes that distinguish among different kinds of 
individualism and collectivism are the relative emphases on horizontal and vertical social 
relationships” (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998, p. 119), they theoretically define horizontal 
(emphasizing equality) and vertical (emphasizing hierarchy) individualism and collectivism. 
Four distinct patterns result from the combination of relative emphases on horizontal/vertical 
relationships with individualism/collectivism: vertical individualism (V-I), horizontal 
individualism (H-I), vertical collectivism (V-C), and horizontal collectivism (H-C). Social 
inequality is commonly accepted in both vertical individualistic (V-I) and vertical 
collectivistic (V-C) cultures. It is important to note that each of the four cultural patterns 
causes specific psychological outcomes (see Table 2-2). As described below, these 
psychological outcomes have important implications for consumer behavior, in particular for 
consumers’ use of brands as signals of status. 
 
Table 2-2: Psychological outcomes of horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism 
(adapted from Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995; Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & 
Torelli, 2006) 
 Vertical Horizontal 
Individualism Collectivism Individualism Collectivism
Self-construal  independent interdependent independent interdependent 
Perception of 
others 
self in a 
hierarchy 
relative to others 
self in a 
hierarchy 
relative to others 
self at the same 
level as others  
self at the same 
level as others 
Values - improving 
individual status 
via competition 
- seeking 
achievement, 
power, and 
prestige  
- standing out 
and becoming 
distinguished  
- display of 
success and 
- emphasis on 
integrity of the 
in-group and 
conformity 
- competing for 
status with 
members of the 
in-group / 
out-group 
- conformity 	
- harmony  
 
- being distinct 
from others  
- being self-
directed and 
self-reliant 
- modesty, not 
conspicuousness 
- expressing 
uniqueness  
 
- maintaining 
benevolent 
relationships  
- common goals 
with others  
- social 
appropriateness  
- sociability and 
cooperation  
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status  
Examples  United States, 
United Kingdom 
South Korea, 
Japan, India 
Sweden, 
Denmark, 
Norway 
Israeli kibbutz 
 
 
            Individuals of vertical individualistic cultures (V-I) view themselves as autonomous 
and different in terms of status (e.g., the United States). They strive to become distinguished 
and to acquire status via competition (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Accordingly, consumers in V-
I cultures are likely to display particular products and brands (e.g., luxury brands) that convey 
social status. In contrast, individuals in horizontal individualistic (H-I) cultures are 
autonomous and view themselves as equal in status with others (e.g., Sweden). Individuals in 
H-I societies value uniqueness, but they are not particularly interested in becoming 
distinguished and achieving high status (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Thus, consumers in H-I 
cultures are less likely than their counterparts in V-I cultures to purchase products and brands 
that convey status. 
 
            Individuals of vertical collectivistic (V-C) cultures view the self as interdependent and 
perceive others (both in-group and out-group members) as different in terms of status. In V-C 
cultures (e.g., Japan), individuals subordinate their goals to those of their ingroups and 
support competition of their ingroups with outgroups (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Accordingly, 
particular products and brands (e.g., luxury brands) convey status to both the individual and 
the individual’s reference group. In contrast, individuals of horizontal collectivistic (H-C) 
cultures view the self as interdependent with the selves of in-group members, who are 
perceived as equal (e.g., Israeli kibbutz). Individuals in H-C societies emphasize common 
goals with others, sociability and responsibility for others, but they do not submit to authority 
(Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Accordingly, consumers in H-C cultures may be less likely than 
their counterparts in V-C cultures to purchase products and brands that convey status.  
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            According to Triandis and Gelfand (1998), a major implication of the vertical–
horizontal distinction is that it offers a new perspective on conformity in specific cultures (i.e., 
in East Asia). They reason that conformity (for instance in consumption behavior) may be 
more prevalent in vertical collectivistic cultures than in horizontal collectivistic cultures, 
because individuals in vertical collectivistic cultures are expected to sacrifice their needs for 
the in-group. This assumption is supported by research providing evidence that vertical 
collectivism, but not horizontal collectivism, is related to modesty (Kurman & Sriram, 2002).  
 
            A number of studies provide empirical evidence supporting the cross-cultural 
construct validity of Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand’s (1995) distinction between 
vertical/horizontal individualism and collectivism (e.g., Chen, Meindl, & Hunt, 1997; 
Komarraju & Cokley, 2008; Nelson & Shavitt, 2002). For instance, Oishi, Schimmack, 
Diener, and Suh’s (1998) research indicates that power values (r = .45, p < .01) and 
achievement (r = .33, p < .01) are positively related to vertical individualism, while being 
negatively related to horizontal collectivism (r = –.22, p < .01 and r = –.19, p < .05 
respectively; Oishi et al., 1998, p. 23). Along similar lines, research by Nelson and Shavitt 
(2002) demonstrates in both Denmark and the United States that horizontal collectivism (but 
not vertical collectivism) correlates positively with sociable and benevolent values (rDenmark 
= .26, p < .05; rUnited States = .25, p < .05; Nelson & Shavitt, p. 454). In addition, findings from 
research in China indicate that individuals having a horizontal collectivistic orientation prefer 
an egalitarian reward system, whereas individuals having a vertical horizontal orientation 
prefer a differential reward system that fosters hierarchical structures (Chen, Meindl, & Hunt, 
1997). Furthermore, Soh and Leung (2002) show in a study involving participants from 
Singapore and the United States that vertical collectivism is best predicted by conformity 
values, horizontal collectivism by benevolence values, horizontal individualism by self-
direction values, and vertical individualism by power values.   
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            However, there are two major shortcomings of the vertical/horizontal individualism 
and collectivism approach. First, the vertical/horizontal distinction of individualism and 
collectivism is not entirely conceptually clarified in the literature. As Shavitt, Zhang, Torelli, 
and Lalwani (2006) point out, a number of important questions about the structure of the 
construct are not answered, such as: How is horizontality mentally represented and structured 
with respect to verticality? Does the horizontal orientation of individualism/collectivism 
represent the absence of vertical orientation? When and how is the horizontal orientation (or 
the vertical orientation) activated? In addition, Aaker (2006) argues that research needs to 
address two other questions: Is it more useful to conceptualize the vertical/horizontal 
distinction as a cultural dimension that remains nested within individualism–collectivism or 
as a dimension in isolation? If the vertical/horizontal distinction is nested within 
individualism–collectivism, how easily does one move between the four quadrants (H-I, V-I, 
H-C, and V-C)?  
 
             Second, researchers often make inferences about vertical and horizontal cultural 
classifications based on Hofstede’s (1984, 2001) nation-level scores of power distance, 
because there are no large-scale studies providing vertical/horizontal scores. The underlying 
assumption is that nations low in power distance represent horizontal cultures, whereas 
nations high in power distance represent vertical cultures. This approach has however several 
caveats (Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & Torelli, 2006). Firstly, the vertical/horizontal distinction 
and power distance differ both conceptually and structurally. While the vertical/horizontal 
distinction “refers to differences in the acceptance of of hierarchies as being valid or 
important in one’s society” (Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & Torelli, p. 336), power distance is 
defined as the degree to which less powerful members of a society perceive and accept 
inequalities in power (Hofstede, 2001). Secondly, empirical data indicates that 
vertical/horizontal classifications are distinct categories within the individualism/collectivism 
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classification, whereas high correlations between individualism and power distance suggest 
that the two constructs might overlap (Earley & Gibson, 1998; Smith, Dugan, & Trompenaars, 
1996). Thus, when using nation-level scores to predict individuals’ behaviors, one should be 
aware of the ecological fallacy inherent in this procedure (see Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & 
Torelli, 2006). 
 
            In her commentary on recent advances in cross-cultural consumer research, Aaker 
(2006) points out that future research should identify individual-level variables that better 
reflect horizontal and vertical structures to improve our understanding of the 
vertical/horizontal dimension. Two individual-level variables are particularly promising: the 
self and social dominance orientation (i.e., beliefs about group-based dominance and 
egalitarianism; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). Aaker (2006) argues that these 
two variables are likely to have conceptual connections to the vertical/horizontal dimension. 
In particular, the latter variable relates at the individual level to personal values, such as 
hierarchy, power, equality, and conformity (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990). She suggests 
that research involving social dominance orientation may help to advance the work on the 
vertical/horizontal dimension for two reasons (Aaker, 2006). First, phenomena related to the 
vertical/horizontal dimension may be better identified because social dominance orientation is 
not conceptualized as being nested within the individualism/collectivism dimension. Second, 
the two belief systems (group-based dominance and egalitarianism) may help to “nail down 
the theoretical distinction between horizontal and vertical cultures, and the ways in which 
personal values implicate support for hierarchies at the societal level” (Aaker, 2006, p. 344). 
Moreover, Aaker (2006) advocates future research examining how the vertical/horizontal 
dimension might implicate the individual’s self. Other selves may be reflected in the 
vertical/horizontal distinction, since the experience of power when interacting with others can 
shape one’s view of the self. For instance, research by Henry (2005) demonstrates that the self 
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is viewed as active if the individual is in a position of power and as passive if the individual is 
powerless. Following Aaker’s (2006) suggestions for improving cross-cultural research on the 
vertical/horizontal dimension, the present research investigates cross-cultural differences in 
self-other relationships by focusing on individuals’ social dominance orientation.  
 
            According to social dominance theory (Sidanius, 1993; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993), 
societies create consensus on ideologies that maintain and promote group inequality in order 
to minimize group conflict. These “hierarchy-legitimizing myths” (Pratto, Sidanius, 
Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) are shared cultural beliefs, such as social role prescriptions and 
group stereotypes. To develop an understanding of factors that lead to the rejection or to the 
acceptance of hierarchy-legitimizing myths, one needs to look at differences in individuals’ 
social dominance orientation (SDO), which is defined as the extent to which an individual 
desires group-based hierarchy and inequality (see Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Ho et al., 
2015). Hierarchy-enhancing ideologies and policies are favored by individuals who are highly 
social-dominance oriented, whereas hierarchy-attenuating ideologies and policies are favored 
by individuals who are less social-dominance oriented (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 
1994). Specifically, empirical research by Pratto et al. (1994) indicate that SDO i) is higher 
among men than among women; ii) higher among individuals who choose to take on 
hierarchy-enhancing social roles in institutions and lower among individuals who choose 
hierarchy-attenuating social roles; and iii) has the function of orienting people towards or 
away from new social and political attitudes. Individuals’ levels of SDO are reflected in the 
social roles they take on in institutions, which in turn contribute to foster or to attenuate social 
inequality in society (e.g., Sidanius, Pratto, Martin, & Stallworth, 1991). In addition, group 
identification and social dominance orientation are more positively correlated in higher status 
than in lower status groups (Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994). Pratto et al. (1994) provide 
substantial empirical evidence showing that SDO is a general attitudinal orientation that is 
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stable over time. Specifically, correlational analyses indicate that SDO is strongly and 
positively correlated with a number of hierarchy-legitimizing myths (e.g., nationalism, 
patriotism, sexism, meritocracy), but negatively correlated with concern for others, tolerance, 
communality, and altruism (Pratto et al., 1994, 2000; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994). In 
addition, empirical research by Torelli and Shavitt (2010) indicates that social dominance 
orientation is positively correlated (r = .28, p < .05; Torelli & Shavitt, 2010, p. 709) with 
vertical individualism (V-I; Singelis et al., 1995). However, findings of Torelli and Shavitt’s 
(2010) research are inconclusive when it comes to the association between SDO and vertical 
collectivism (V-C). Results of their correlation analyses indicate a negative, but 
nonsignificant correlation between SDO and vertical collectivism (r = –.11, p = n.s.; Torelli & 
Shavitt, 2010, p. 709). Further research is needed to investigate social dominance orientation 
in vertical collectivistic cultures, i.e., in particular in East Asia. Given Hofstede’s (1984) 
findings of high power distance in East Asian cultures, individuals in East Asian societies 
(e.g., South Korea, Taiwan, Japan) may score relatively high on social dominance orientation. 
The present research addresses this gap in the literature by examining SDO in South Korea, 
which is categorized as a vertical collectivist culture. 
 
            Moreover, it is important to note that social dominance research has so far focused on 
investigating individual variability within different samples instead of examining differences 
between cultural samples. To date, the only study on social dominance orientation that 
involves different cultural samples has been published by Pratto et al. (2000) in order to 
demonstrate the ubiquity of SDO across four cultures (i.e., Canada, Taiwan, Israel, China). 
Findings of Pratto et al.’s (2000) research demonstrate that i) individual variability in SDO 
can be reliably measured in each of the four cultures, and ii) that particular attitudes 
promoting group hegemony correlate positively with SDO (e.g., sexism, ethnic prejudice), 
whereas opposing attitudes correlate negatively with SDO in all cultural samples. Yet, 
  82 
significant cross-cultural differences between the four cultural samples are not reported by the 
authors. This research addresses the lack of cross-cultural research on SDO by investigating 
cross-cultural differences in social dominance orientation between individuals of a Western 
individualistic culture (Germany) and individuals of an East Asian collectivistic culture 
(South Korea).  
 
 
2.2.2 Cultural variations of self-other relationships and their effects on consumer 
behavior 
            While extensive research in the fields of political and social psychology has 
investigated social dominance orientation and its influence on intergroup attitude and 
behavior, research examining the implications of social dominance orientation for consumer 
attitude and behavior is extremely scarce. In fact, the only research examining social 
dominance orientation in the context of consumer behavior has been published by Rios, 
Finkelstein and Landa in 2015. Rios and her colleagues (2015) conducted three experimental 
studies to explore the relationship between SDO and consumption of fair-trade products. 
Results of the studies involving participants from the United States indicate that i) social 
dominance orientation is negatively related to fair-trade consumption, and that ii) “this 
relationship is mediated by the tendency for high-SDO individuals to see fair-trade products 
as less compatible with their conception of social justice (Rios, Finkelstein, & Landa, 2015; p. 
171). Adding to prior research suggesting that fair-trade products are viewed as promoting 
economic and social responsibility, these findings show that some individuals, i.e., individuals 
high in SDO who seek to maintain existing group inequalities, do not value the aspect of 
“fairness” in fair-trade products.  
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            Yet, in line with research drawing on the vertical dimension of 
individualism/collectivism to investigate antecedents and determinants of status consumption, 
the construct of social dominance orientation can be used to examine cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ use of brands as signals of status. Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, and 
Torelli (2006) predict that symbols of status (such as luxury brands) may serve different 
purposes in individuals of V-I and V-C cultures. Individuals in vertical collectivistic cultures 
may purchase symbols of status based on their position within the groups they belong to, 
whereas individuals in vertical individualistic cultures may use symbols of status to convey 
characteristics of their distinct, achieved status (Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & Torelli, 2006). 
Cross-cultural research by Yim, Sauer, Williams, Lee, and Macrury (2014) involving 
Taiwanese and British samples is consistent with this prediction. Findings indicate that 
consumers’ vertical cultural orientation is positively related to susceptibility to normative 
interpersonal influence, which in turn is positively related to a positive attitude towards luxury 
brands. The present research extends Shavitt et al. (2006) and Yim et al.’s (2014) work by 
exploring the relationship between individuals’ social dominance orientation, susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, and status consumption.  
 
 
2.3 CONCLUSION 
            The second chapter not only highlighted shortcomings of existing cross-cultural 
consumer research on consumers and their brands, but it also pointed out that studies drawing 
on self-construal and social dominance orientation may help to advance the field. This 
research follows Aaker’s (2006) suggestion to investigate cross-cultural differences by 
focusing on both self-construal and social dominance orientation. To the best of my 
knowledge, no other study in the field of cross-cultural (consumer) research has yet 
implemented Aaker’s (2006) proposed approach empirically, which makes this research 
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unique in its undertaking. Building upon the theoretical basis provided by the first two 
chapters of this thesis, the following chapter outlines the aim of the present research and 
introduces its conceptual framework and methodological approach. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
 “That is the essence of science: ask an impertinent question,  
and you are on the way to a pertinent answer.” 
– Jacob Bronowski (1908 – 1974) 
 
 
            This chapter aims to highlight the purpose of the present research and to introduce 
core questions and hypotheses that guide this inquiry. In addition, it discusses methodological
issues relevant to this research that are related to research design, research instruments, 
materials, and selection of participants. The first part of the chapter focuses on the core 
questions of the research (sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.3). In particular, it outlines the aim of the 
research and research questions (section 3.1.1). Moreover, it introduces hypotheses about 
anticipated outcomes (section 3.1.2) as well as the conceptual framework that forms the
backbone of the research (3.1.3). 
 
            The second part of the chapter centers on the research paradigm and design (sections 
3.2.1 to 3.2.3). Specifically, it discusses the post-positivist paradigm as well as the 
epistemological foundations of this research (section 3.2.1). In addition, it highlights the
choice of the research design, which is a mixed methods design involving between-method 
triangulation by combining both quantitative and qualitative methods and data (section 3.2.2). 
In section 3.2.3, the choice of research methods as well as procedures for ensuring the quality 
of the inquiry (i.e., validity and reliability) are discussed.  
            Moreover, the third part of the chapter discusses methodological issues specific to this 
cross-cultural research (sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2). A particular focus is laid on discussing 
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measures that were taken in the present research to tackle methodological issues of translation 
(section 3.3.1) and issues of undesirable cultural context effects (section 3.3.2). 
 
           The fourth part of the chapter justifies the choice of scales that are used in this research 
(sections 3.4.1 to 3.4.6). It discusses general issues related to the use of measurement scales 
(section 3.4.1) as well as specific issues related to measuring the constructs of self-construal 
(section 3.4.1), social dominance orientation (section 3.4.2), brand engagement in self-
concept (section 3.4.3), status consumption (section 3.4.4), consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (section 3.4.5), and consumer need for uniqueness (section 3.4.6). 
 
            The fifth part of this chapter provides an overview of all materials that have been used 
in the research (sections 3.5.1. to 3.5.2), Specifically, it outlines the structure of the 6-page 
questionnaire used in studies 1A and 1B (section 3.5.1), the content of the interview topic 
guide that is used in semi-structured interviews of studies 2A and 2B (section 3.5.2), as well 
as the pretests that have been conducted prior to the studies (section 3.5.3). 
 
           Lastly, the sixth part of the chapter reviews considerations regarding the data collection 
process of the present research (sections 3.6.1 to 3.6.3). It focuses in particular on the 
selection of respondents (section 3.6.1), on preliminary considerations with regard to the 
sample size (section 3.6.2) and research ethics (section 3.6.3). As in previous chapters, a 
conclusion closes the third chapter.  
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3.1 AIM OF THE RESEARCH, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, 
HYPOTHESES, AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
3.1.1 Purpose of the research and research question 
            As the first chapter of this thesis illustrates, ample cross-cultural research indicates 
that cultural influence accounts for variation in perceptual and cognitive processes relevant to 
consumer behavior (Kastanakis & Voyer, 2014). Most theorizing in consumer research is 
however still focusing on Western individualistic thinking (e.g., Voyer, Kastanakis, & Rhode 
2017). The first chapter of this thesis shows that this holds in particular for theorizing on 
brands as signals of self-identities and on self-brand connections. The aim of this research is
to examine the extent to which East Asian consumers (South Koreans) differ in their use of 
brands to signal self-identities from Western individualistic consumers (Germans). In addition, 
it examines potential implications of cross-cultural differences in the signaling of self-
identities for product design customization and self-brand connections (i.e., for brand 
engagement in self-concept). In doing so, this research responds to Chan, Berger, and Van
Boven (2012) who call for cross-cultural research examining the extent to which differences 
in consumers’ motivations for assimilation and differentiation are reflected in the 
consumption of branded products.  
 
What are the effects of cultural variations in self-construal and social dominance orientation
on consumers’ use of brands as signals of status, affiliation, and divergence and their 
implications for 
a) brand engagement in self-concept 
b) consumers’ attitude towards and perception of customizable branded products? 
            Following research on consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities, which 
indicates that clothing and fashion accessories are more likely than other consumer goods to 
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be used by consumers for communicating self-identities, the present research focuses on the 
domain of branded fashion products. For instance, experimental research by Chan et al. 
(2012) demonstrates that consumers communicate both social identities (i.e., group 
affiliations) and their individuality (or uniqueness) via their everyday clothing choices. In 
addition, research by Han et al. (2010) indicates that consumers tend to use branded fashion 
accessories (such as bags of luxury brands) to communicate social status and to differentiate 
themselves from to less wealthy consumers. Specifically, wealthy consumers low in need for 
status prefer inconspicuous luxury goods to associate with their own kind, whereas wealthy 
consumers high in need for status use conspicuous luxury products to differentiate themselves 
from less affluent consumers. Since the present research aims to investigate cross-cultural 
differences in all three forms of identity signaling (i.e., the use of brands as signals of 
affiliation, divergence, and status) it includes fashion products of both mainstream brands and 
luxury brands. While luxury fashion brands (e.g., Burberry, Louis Vuitton, Chanel) offer 
high-priced products that are associated with the highest level of quality, mainstream (or high 
street) fashion brands (e.g., Zara, H&M, Uniqlo, Diesel; see Lee, Motion, & Conroy, 2009) 
offer products of a lower but reasonable level of quality at affordable prices (Fuchs, Prandelli, 
Schreier, & Dahl, 2013).  
 
            It should be noted that this research does not focus on a particular category of fashion 
products, such as handbags for women. To provide a more comprehensive and gender-
balanced view on cross-cultural differences in self-brand connections and consumers’ use of 
brands as signals of self-identities, the present research involves both female and male 
participants and encourages them to think about their preferences when it comes to different 
product categories, such as shoes, (hand)bags, and wallets (e.g., interview questions, 
Appendix B, section 1). 
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3.1.2 Research hypotheses and conceptual model 
            This research is based on theorizing that conceptualizes cross-cultural differences in 
consumer behavior, such as consumers’ attitude and behavior towards brands, as rooted in 
cultural variations of self-perception, i.e., in the independent versus interdependent self-
construal (e.g., Kastanakis & Voyer, 2014). Following Aaker’s (2006) suggestions for 
improving cross-cultural research, it combines the measurement of individual differences in 
self-construal (i.e., independent versus interdependent self-construal) with the measurement 
of individual differences in social dominance orientation (SDO). This approach corresponds 
to Singelis et al.’s (1995) conceptualization of individualism and collectivism on a horizontal 
and a vertical axis. Yet, in contrast to Singelis et al.’s (1995) approach, which does not clarify 
whether the vertical/horizontal distinction is nested within the construct of individualism–
collectivism or not (Aaker, 2006), the conceptual approach of the present research draws on 
two clearly distinct constructs. 
 
            Cross-cultural differences in brand engagement in self-concept, in consumers’ use of 
brands as signals of self-identities, as well as in consumers’ perception of and attitude towards 
customizable branded products are explored by focusing on samples drawn from a Western 
individualistic culture and from an East Asian collectivistic culture. Most cross-cultural 
consumer research compares North American samples to Chinese or Japanese samples 
(Engelen & Brettel, 2011; Oyserman, 2006). However, it is important to note that these over-
sampled groups are not representative of the rest of the globe (Henrich et al., 2010). As 
findings of Hofstede’s (1988) research on individualism/collectivism and power distance 
indicate, North Americans differ from other individualistic cultures, such as Germany and 
Sweden, whereas Chinese and Japanese samples differ from other East Asian cultures, such as 
South Korea and Taiwan. To improve our understanding of cross-cultural differences between 
Western individualistic consumers and East Asian collectivistic consumers, this research 
  90 
involves cultural samples that have been rarely investigated in cross-cultural consumer 
research, i.e., samples of South Koreans and Germans. According to Hofstede (1984), 
Germans tend to score significantly higher on individualism, but significantly lower on power 
distance than South Koreans. Accordingly, most South Koreans may have a dominant 
interdependent self-construal with a relatively strong social dominance orientation, whereas 
most Germans might have a dominant independent self-construal with a moderate to low 
social dominance orientation. Thus, it is hypothesized:  
 
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Germans score significantly higher than Koreans on independence in self-
construal.  
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Koreans score significantly higher than Germans on social dominance 
orientation.  
 
            As discussed in section 1.1.2 of this thesis, cross-cultural research on self-brand 
connections is scant. Yet, findings of a cross-cultural study by Escalas and Bettman (2005) 
indicate that consumers with a dominant interdependent self-construal and consumers with a 
dominant interdependent self-construal may differ in the tendency to form strong of self-
brand connections. In addition, cross-cultural research by Sung and Choi (2012) demonstrates 
that individuals in Western individualistic cultures are more inclined to purchase brands that 
are congruent with their self-concept than consumers in East Asian cultures. Accordingly, 
individuals with a dominant independent self-construal may show a stronger tendency to 
include important brands in their self-concept (BESC, Sprott et al., 2009) than individuals 
with a dominant interdependent self-construal. Thus, the third hypothesis is as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Germans score significantly higher than Koreans on brand engagement in 
self-concept. 
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           According to theorizing by Wong and Ahuvia (1998), East Asian consumers’ 
motivation to engage in status consumption differs from their Western counterparts due to 
differences in self-construal and face-saving behavior (as discussed in section 1.2.2 of this 
thesis). Since social roles and public perceptions are central to the interdependent self-concept, 
East Asians are particularly concerned with other people’s perceptions of them, and with the 
maintenance of their own status and face (Wong & Ahuvia, 1998). In line with this, empirical 
cross-cultural research by Yim et al. (2014) indicates that Taiwanese consumers of luxury 
products are more susceptible to normative interpersonal influence than their British 
counterparts. In addition, consumer susceptibility to normative influence was found to be 
positively related to brand consciousness and attitude towards luxury brands (Yim et al., 
2014). Thus, East Asian consumers may be more susceptible to interpersonal influence and 
more inclined to engage in status consumption than their Western counterparts. Accordingly, 
it is hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Koreans score significantly higher on consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, particularly on its normative dimension, than Germans.  
Hypothesis 5 (H5): Koreans score significantly higher on status consumption than Germans. 
 
            Moreover, as outlined in section 1.2.4 of this thesis, experimental research indicates 
that individuals of Western individualistic societies and East Asian collectivistic societies 
differ in their need for uniqueness. Findings of experimental research by Kim and Markus 
(1999) indicate that individuals of East Asian collectivistic cultures value conformity, 
whereas individuals of Western individualistic cultures value uniqueness. In line with these 
findings, research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001), which involves samples of Chinese and 
North Americans, shows that individuals with a dominant independent self-construal (North 
Americans) tend to hold attitudes that allow them to express their uniqueness, whereas 
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individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal (Chinese) are likely to hold 
attitudes that demonstrate points of similarity with their peers. While findings of research by 
Kim and Markus (1999) and Aaker and Schmitt (2001) suggest that consumers of East Asian 
collectivistic societies may be less motivated to seek for uniqueness through consumption 
than consumers of Western individualistic societies, no consumer research has yet explored 
potential cross-cultural differences in consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU; Tian et al., 
2001). Given findings of Kim and Markus’s (1999) as well as Aaker and Schmitt’s (2001) 
research, consumers of East Asian collectivistic societies may be less motivated to express 
their individuality by purchasing and displaying unique products. Thus, it is hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Germans score significantly higher on consumer need for uniqueness than 
Koreans. 
 
            Given experimental research indicating that individuals of Western individualistic 
cultures and East Asian collectivistic cultures differ in their need for uniqueness, it is likely 
that consumers of these cultures differ in the desire to purchase and display products that are 
perceived as original and unique by others (Tian et al., 2001). Empirical research indicates 
that customization of products helps consumers to fulfill their need for uniqueness by 
allowing them to change the design of a product according to their personal needs and taste 
(Franke & Schreier, 2008; section 1.2.5 of this thesis). Survey research by Fiore et al. (2002) 
shows that consumers with a high general preference for unique products report significantly 
higher intentions to engage in mass customization than consumers low in preference for 
unique products. Accordingly, consumers of Western individualistic societies may be more 
motivated to customize the design of branded products than consumers of East Asian 
collectivistic societies.  Thus, it is hypothesized: 
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Hypothesis 7 (H7): Germans score significantly higher on positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products than Koreans.  
 
            Besides investigating whether South Koreans and Germans differ in their tendency to 
include important brands in their self-concept, in their use of brands as signals of self-
identities, as well as in their attitude towards customizable branded products, the present 
research aims at examining relationships how the constructs of independence in self-construal 
(IND), interdependence in self-construal (INTERD), social dominance orientation (SDO), 
consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU), status consumption (STATUS), and positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products (CUSTOM) related to each other and to brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC). Hypothesized relationships are depicted as parts of a 
proposed conceptual model in Figure 3-1. The conceptual model will be tested using 
structural equation modeling (SEM) in chapter 6.  
 
Figure 3-1: The proposed conceptual model  
 
 
            Following theorizing by Markus and Kitayama (1991), the individual in collectivistic 
societies is an interdependent entity whose core conceptions of the self are based on 
significant interpersonal relationships, and whose behavior is guided by self-knowledge that 
encourages fitting in during interactions with others. Accordingly, individuals with a 
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dominant interdependent self-construal tend to be more concerned with thoughts, behaviors, 
goals, and feelings of others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Yet, as discussed in section 1.2.3 of 
this thesis, few studies have investigated effects of cross-cultural differences in self-construal 
on consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence. Cross-cultural research by Mourali et al. 
(2005) involving French Canadians and English Canadians indicates that individuals, who 
score relatively low on individualism, are more susceptible to consumer interpersonal 
influence. Thus, following Markus and Kitayama (1991) and Mourali et al. (2005), 
interdependence in self-construal may be positively related to consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence. It is thus hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 8 (H8): Interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) is positively related to 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP). 
 
            Moreover, Yim et al.’s (2014) cross-cultural research, which involves Taiwanese and 
British participants, indicates that the vertical dimension of individualism/collectivism is 
positively related to consumer susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence. Specifically, 
findings of Yim et al.’s (2014) study show that East Asian consumers, who score highly on 
the vertical dimension of collectivism, are more susceptible to normative interpersonal 
influence than Western consumers scoring high on the vertical dimension of individualism. 
Accordingly, consumers with a dominant interdependent self-construal, who are highly social 
dominance orientated, may be particularly susceptible to interpersonal influence. In other 
words, the positive relationship between interdependence in self-construal and consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence may be moderated by social dominance orientation. It 
is thus hypothesized: 
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Hypothesis 9 (H9): Interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) is positively related to social 
dominance orientation (SDO).  
Hypothesis 10 (H10): Social dominance orientation (SDO) is positively related to 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP).  
 
            Besides revealing a positive relationship between interdependence in self-construal 
and consumer susceptibility to normative influence, findings of Yim et al.’s (2014) cross-
cultural research also indicate a positive relationship between consumer susceptibility to 
normative interpersonal influence, brand consciousness, and attitude towards luxury brands. 
Specifically, results of structural equation modeling demonstrate that susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence may influence consumers’ attitude towards luxury brands through the 
mediating role of brand consciousness. In other words, consumers who are susceptible to 
interpersonal influence are more likely to be more conscious and to have a positive attitude 
towards luxury brands than consumers who are less susceptible to interpersonal influence. 
This finding is in line with research on status consumption by Kastanakis and Balabanis (2014) 
which demonstrates that consumers’ susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence is 
positively related to bandwagon consumption behavior. In other words, consumers susceptible 
to normative interpersonal influence are likely to engage in status consumption to conform 
with others (e.g., a social elite) who they wish to be associated with. Accordingly, it is 
hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 11 (H11): Consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) is 
positively related to status consumption (STATUS).  
 
            As discussed in section 1.2.2 of this thesis, empirical research investigating the 
relationship between status consumption and self-brand connections is scarce. Research by Ye, 
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Liu, and Shi (2015), which is based on a Chinese sample, has started to investigate the 
relationship between consumers’ need for status and self-brand connections. Findings of Ye et 
al.’s (2015) study indicate that consumers high in need for status form stronger self-brand 
connections with luxury brands than consumers low in need for status. Accordingly, status 
consumption may be positively related to self-brand connections, specifically to brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC, Sprott et al., 2009). It is thus hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 12 (H12): Status consumption (STATUS) is positively related to brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC). 
 
            As section 1.2.4 of this dissertation outlines, there is a lack of cross-cultural research 
exploring the potential relationship between self-construal type (i.e., independent versus 
interdependent self-construal) and consumers’ tendency to seek for uniqueness. Yet, 
experimental research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001) involving samples of Chinese and North 
Americans demonstrates that individuals with a dominant independent self-construal (North 
Americans) are more likely than individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal 
(Chinese) to hold attitudes that allow them to express their uniqueness. Following Aaker and 
Schmitt’s (2001) findings, independence in self-construal may be positively related to 
consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) as defined by Tian et al. (2001). In addition, cross-
cultural differences in individuals’ tendency to express their uniqueness may have 
implications for consumers’ attitude towards product design customization (see section 1.2.5 
of this thesis). Specifically, research by Fiore et al. (2002) shows that consumers with a high 
general preference for unique products report significantly higher intentions to engage in mass 
customization than consumers low in preference for unique products. Accordingly, consumers 
high in need for uniqueness (CNFU, Tian et al., 2001) may be more likely to have a positive 
attitude towards product design customization than consumers low in need for uniqueness. 
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Following Aaker and Schmitt’s (2001) as well as Fiore et al.’s (2002) findings, it is thus 
hypothesized:  
 
Hypothesis 13 (H13): Independence in self-construal (IND) is positively related to consumer 
need for uniqueness (CNFU).  
Hypothesis 14 (H14): Consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) is positively related to positive 
attitude towards customizable branded products (CUSTOM). 
 
            Following findings of research by Atakan et al. (2014), customizing the design of a 
product increases consumers’ psychological attachment and their identification with the 
product, i.e., a link between the consumers’ self-concept and the product is formed. When 
consumers modify the design of the product, the product gains symbolic (i.e., identity-
signaling and self-expressive) meaning, because the customized product design represents the 
consumers’ tastes, preferences, and identities (Atakan et al., 2014). The present research 
extends Atakan et al.’s (2014) research by highlighting that the customization of a branded 
product may not only increase consumers’ identification with the product, but also their 
identification with the brand. Specifically, consumers who are willing to invest time and 
effort in customizing the product of a particular brand may be more likely to include the brand 
as part of their self-concept than consumers who have a negative attitude towards customizing 
the branded product. Accordingly, the last hypothesis is as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 15 (H15): A positive attitude towards customizable branded products (CUSTOM) 
is positively related to brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). 
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            The following sections of this chapter introduces the methodological approach that is 
taken in the present research to test the hypotheses outlined above, starting with the research 
paradigm and design. 
 
 
3.2 RESEARCH PARADIGM AND DESIGN 
3.2.1 The inquiry paradigm 
            This section introduces the inquiry paradigm of the present thesis. According to Guba 
and Lincoln (1994), questions of paradigm, which is defined as the basic belief system or 
worldview guiding the investigator, need to be addressed before questions of method. Inquiry 
paradigms define for investigators “what falls within and outside the limits of legitimate 
inquiry” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108) and guide them not only in their choices of methods, 
but also in epistemologically and ontologically fundamental ways.    
  
            In line with the post-positivist paradigm, this thesis takes the ontological position of 
scientific realism, a refined version of critical, fallibilistic realism (Bunge, 1993). Reality is 
assumed to exist independently of what one can perceive, but it is only imperfectly 
apprehendable due to limited and deceptive human perception and cognition, as well as due to 
potentially flawed instruments of measurement (e.g, Cook & Campbell, 1979; Guba & 
Lincoln, 1994). Accordingly, this research takes into account that instruments of 
measurement, such as Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale, may measure a construct only 
imperfectly. Following von Wright (1971), the aim of inquiry is to explain and to ultimately 
predict and control certain phenomena (e.g., cross-cultural differences in self-brand 
connections). 
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            Hunt (1990) describes the position of scientific realism as the guiding philosophy of 
marketing research allowing a multitude of techniques and procedures to generate the most 
accurate possible understanding of the world. Despite an emphasis on quantitative methods, 
contributions of qualitative methods are equally recognized (Hunt, 1994). Following the 
hypothetico-deductive approach (Popper, 1935/2002), the researcher first formulates 
theoretical concepts for the phenomena under investigation, deduces hypotheses from these 
concepts, and subsequently tests these with the help of empirical data. This approach is 
reflected in the structure of this dissertation, which has defined and discussed relevant 
constructs (chapters 1 and 2) before deducing research hypotheses (section 3.1.2) that are 
tested using data from two empirical studies (chapters 4 and 5). 
 
            With regard to epistemology, the post-positivist paradigm places special emphasis on 
objectivity and on reproducibility of findings. Replicated findings are assumed to be probably 
true and nonfalsified hypotheses are regarded as knowledge (Hunt, 1993; Guba & Lincoln, 
1994). Interviews are viewed as reports providing evidence of some external reality, such as 
facts or feelings (Silverman, 1993, 2000). Criteria for judging the quality of an inquiry are 
internal validity, external validity, reliability, and objectivity. Objectivity is preserved by the 
inquirer acting as a distanced and neutral observer, and by the use of neutral language to 
communicate scientific practices (Sandelowski, 2003). While being extrinsic to the inquiry 
process itself, ethics are taken very seriously in this research (see section 3.6.3 for a detailed 
discussion of ethical issues). According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), the inquirer’s ethical 
behavior is to be regulated by external mechanisms, such as codes of conduct. Accordingly, 
the present research follows the ‘Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct’ 
which have been published by the American Psychological Association (APA, 2010).  
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           In terms of methodology, advocates of the post-positivist paradigm view 
methodological triangulation as an important means to falsify hypotheses (e.g., Denzin, 
1978). Consequently, the present research takes a mixed methods approach consisting of a 
combination of quantitative methods (survey) and qualitative methods (semi-structured in-
depth interviews) to address the research problem. While the claim that methodological 
triangulation enhances validity is subject to dispute within the scientific community, 
triangulating methods are often viewed as the best way to avoid limitations and intrinsic 
biases of single methods (e.g., Patton, 1990). The following section introduces the 
triangulation approach that is taken in the present research. 
 
 
3.2.2 The research design  
            Triangulation techniques evolved from pioneering research conducted by Campbell 
and Fiske (1959) and are classified by Denzin (1978) into four different types: theory 
triangulation, investigator triangulation, data triangulation and methodological triangulation. 
Following Flick (1998), the present research involves between-method triangulation by 
combining both quantitative and qualitative methods and data in a concurrent mixed methods 
research design in order to increase depth, scope, and consistency in methodological 
proceedings. Specifically, quantitative data from survey research of studies 1A and 1B 
(chapter 4) are complemented by qualitative data from semi-structured in-depth interviews of 
studies 2A and 2B (chapter 5). This procedure is used to gain profound insights into 
consumers’ attitude towards product design customization and their perception of 
customizable branded fashion products.  
 
            Following Morse’s (1991) description of ‘simultaneous triangulation’, quantitative 
and qualitative data are collected at the same time, and findings of the two data sets 
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complement each other. This type of design is also called ‘complementary design’ according 
to Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989), who further distinguish between different types of 
mixed-methods triangulation depending on the intent of data convergence. In complementary 
mixed method research, “qualitative and quantitative methods are used to measure 
overlapping but also different facets of a phenomenon, yielding an enriched, elaborated 
understanding of that phenomenon” (Greene et al., 1989, p. 258). In particular, qualitative 
data are used to describe part of a phenomenon that cannot be quantified. Accordingly, the 
present research involves semi-structured in-depth interviews to explore not only consumers’ 
general attitude towards product design customization, but also their perceptions of 
customizable branded products. 
 
            The present research is driven by an a priori theoretical framework (deductive 
approach). It consists of a quantitative study (study 1) and qualitative study (study 2) which in 
turn consist of part A (South Korea) and B (Germany). After being analyzed and discussed 
separately, datasets are combined (i.e., 1A and 1B as well as 2A and 2B) to investigate cross-
cultural differences between the two cultural samples (see Figure 3-2). Following Morse 
(1991), the notation QUAN+qual is used in Figure 3-2, as this research gives priority to 
quantitative data that is collected in the survey studies 1A and 1B.  
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Figure 3-2: The concurrent triangulation design (overview of studies) 
 
 
 
Following guidelines by Caracelli and Greene (1993), quantitative and qualitative data
are separately collected and analyzed in order to preserve the independence of methods that 
constitutes the power of the between-method triangulation design. As Figure 3-3 illustrates, 
integration of the two forms of data occurs at the stage of the general discussion in chapter 6. 
Specifically, statistical results of the quantitative analysis are compared to themes identified 
in the qualitative data collection to search for convergence or concurrence of empirical results
(Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003; Jick, 1979). According to Creswell et al. 
(2003), this ‘concurrent triangulation design’ is particularly advantageous, as it can result in 
substantiated and well-validated findings.  
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Figure 3-3: The concurrent triangulation design (data analysis) 
 
 
 
3.2.3 Choice of methods and quality of inquiry 
            Though researchers widely agree that methodological triangulation methods are the 
best way to avoid limitations and intrinsic biases of single methods, it is important to note that 
the vast majority of studies in the fields of consumer behavior and marketing take a single-
method approach. Cameron and Molina-Azorin (2011) note that the use of mixed methods 
across disciplines is growing. Yet as findings of their empirical research indicate, most studies 
in all fields of business research take a quantitative approach (76%). Mixed-method studies 
(14%) and qualitative studies (10%) are still underrepresented. By taking a mixed-methods 
approach, this research is to contribute to the emerging stream of mixed-methods studies that 
help to advance the discipline. 
 
            In the present cross-cultural, mixed methods research, empirical data is collected 
through i) a survey and, ii) semi-structured in-depth interviews. The usefulness of survey 
research and interviews to compare groups, cultures, or nations is well established in cross-
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cultural research (Harkness, Mohler, & Van de Vijver, 2003; Karasz & Singelis, 2009). Both 
methods are also valued in consumer research (Birkinshaw, Brannen, & Tung, 2011; Hudson 
& Ozanne, 1988), and commonly combined in mixed methods research (Bryman, 2006). 
Semi-structured interviews are chosen over structured and unstructured interviews, because 
they offer better possibilities in understanding complicated phenomena. Specifically, they 
create “openings for a narrative to unfold” (Galletta, 2013, p. 2) and pay attention to lived 
experience, “while also addressing theoretically driven variables of interest” (Galletta, 2013, 
p. 2). Thus, besides exploring consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion 
products, the semi-structured in-depth interviews of studies 2A and 2B create a space for 
consumers to describe their thoughts and feelings related to the customization process and to 
the use of customized products in everyday life. 
 
            Quantitative research has a well-developed tradition to assess research quality, in 
particular through the criteria of (internal and external) validity and reliability. While validity 
is commonly defined as “The accuracy and trustworthiness of instruments, data and findings 
in research” (Bernard, 2000, p. 46), the term reliability is associated with the “agreement 
between two efforts to measure the same trait through maximally similar methods” (Campbell 
& Fiske, 1959, p. 83). There are multiple measures to establish validity (such as statistical 
tests, sampling techniques, pilot testing of instruments) and reliability (split-half method, test-
retest method etc.) in quantitative research (e.g., Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2012). To enhance 
(external and internal) validity and reliability of the quantitative studies 1A and 1B, the 
present research involves i) the use of scales that have been reported to be satisfactorily valid 
and reliable (e.g., the Self-Construal Scale by Singelis, 1994); ii) team-based development 
and translation of the survey questionnaire; iii) a pretest of the survey; iv) the implementation 
of sampling techniques; and v) the use of statistical tests to analyze the empirical data. 
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           The application of validity and reliability to qualitative research has been however 
subject to considerable dispute. Some researchers argue that the two terms are born of the 
quantitative tradition and should be replaced by alternative terms and criteria (e.g., Gaskell & 
Bauer, 2000; Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). The most commonly used term in place of 
‘validity’ is Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) surrogate term ‘credibility’. It refers to “confidence in 
the truth of the findings, including an accurate understanding of the context” (Ulin, Robinson, 
& Tolley, 2005, p. 25). Similarly, Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) term ‘dependability’ is most 
often used instead of ‘reliability’. It refers to “whether the research process is consistent and 
carried out with careful attention to the rules and conventions of qualitative methodology” 
(Ulin, Robinson, & Tolley, 2005, p. 26). As in quantitative research, several techniques have 
been developed to increase validity and reliability of qualitative inquiry, such as 
negative/deviant case analysis, the use of multiple coders, creation of an audit trail, and the 
use of a precise codebook (Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2011). In the present research, 
validity and reliability of the qualitative studies 2A and 2B are enhanced through i) team-
based development and translation of the interview topic guide; ii) development and use of a 
precise codebook; iii) external review of transcript translations and coding; iv) 
implementation of sampling techniques; and v) the use of verbatim quotes in a “thick 
description of results” (Gaskell & Bauer, 2000, p. 344) to support themes and interpretations. 
Implementation of these techniques is described in the methodological sections hereafter. 
 
 
3.3 METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES RELATED TO CONDUCTING 
CROSS-CULTURAL RESEARCH  
3.3.1 Translation
            In cross-cultural research, an additional layer of complexity affecting both the validity 
and reliability of data is added when a data set is translated from one language to another, 
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since the process of translating itself can be viewed as a form of interpretation (Guest, 
MacQueen, & Namey, 2011). According to Harkness (2003), translation issues are one of the 
most frequently mentioned problems in both quantitative and qualitative research. However, 
insights from linguistics, pragmatics, and modern translation theory are often neglected in 
cross-cultural literature. Studies on intercultural communication show that cultures differ not 
only in what is salient or communicated from one to another, but also what is salient for 
interpretation (Gudykunst & Kim, 1992; Agar, 1994; Katan, 1999). For instance, what is left 
unsaid and what is made explicit differs considerably across languages (e.g., Hall, 1976; 
Hofstede, 1984). As questions – including survey and interview questions – only have 
meaning in context, it is not possible to develop questions with “a unique and literal reading 
based on the lexical meaning of words alone” (Harkness, 2003, p. 48). Thus, emphasis needs 
to be placed on pragmatic meaning in order to produce translations that have culturally 
appropriate meaning (Katan, 1999). In addition, Brislin (1986) notes that there is a risk that 
operational definitions of certain concepts in one culture may not exist in other cultures. 
Based on the emic-etic distinction (Berry, 1969), he provides specific guidelines for 
modifying and adding items of research instruments in order to include potential additional 
aspects of the phenomenon in other cultures (Brislin, 1983, 1986). Though it was mentioned 
earlier that the use of scales that have been repeatedly reported to be satisfactorily valid and 
reliable can contribute to increase the validity of the inquiry, Brislin’s (1986) as well as 
Ratner and Lui’s (2003) cautious views are shared concerning the translation of such 
instruments. They argue that many instruments are ecologically invalid in cross-cultural 
research, because they do not simulate people’s social environment. Thus, a good 
understanding of the cultures’ social environment, including people’s assumptions about the 
self and others, is necessary to produce ecologically valid instruments. An example of this 
issue is the translation of the item ‘I consider my favorite brands to be a part of myself.’, 
which is part of the questionnaire of this research (see BESC scale items, section 3.4.4). 
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Translation of this item was particularly delicate and required extensive discussion between 
the two Korean-English bilingual translators, because neither the concept ‘myself’ nor the 
concept ‘a part of myself’ exist in the social world of Koreans.  
 
            In order to assess the quality of a translated text into the target language, the procedure 
of back-translation is most commonly used (Brislin, 1970; Werner & Campbell, 1970). 
According to Brislin’s (1970) guidelines, the translated text or questionnaire is first translated 
back into the source language. Then the two versions in the source language are compared 
with each other. The back-translation in the source language is viewed “as an indicator of the 
quality of the target language translation, which is not, itself, assessed” (Harkness, 2003, p. 
42). The back-translation procedure can be repeated several times ensuring that no one 
language is the focus of attention (Braun, 2003b; Brislin, 1986). In the present research, all 
materials (questionnaires, interview topic guides, informed consent forms) were translated by 
two Korean-English and two German-English bilinguals following Brislin’s (1970) guidelines 
of item modification and back-translation. Translators were briefed on measurement 
components of survey and interview questions, and they were given relevant additional 
information about design requirements and the target audience. The assessment of translated 
material was facilitated by the fact that the researcher herself speaks both target languages 
fluently. For instance, in the problematic case of translating the terms ‘myself’ and ‘a part of 
myself’ mentioned above, the most appropriate translation was chosen upon discussion 
between the two Korean-English translators and the author of this thesis.  
 
            Besides the strategy of back-translation described above, critical voices suggest to take 
a team-based approach to translation and assessment, instead of relying on a single 
translator’s work. For instance, Harkness (2003) argues that “[r]egional variance, 
idiosyncratic interpretations, and inevitable translator blind spots are better handled if several 
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translators are involved and an exchange of versions and views is part of the review process” 
(p. 40). Oyserman (2017) points out that cross-cultural research tends to overlook the fact that 
core themes that are experienced as central in one cultural context may not be important and 
in need of explanation in other cultural contexts. The involvement of several bilingual 
translators who discuss the translation of core themes might decrease the probability that core 
themes of one cultural context are not correctly transferred to the other cultural context. Thus, 
the present research follows Schoua-Glusberg’s (1992) guidelines for ‘modified committee 
translation’. Translation was divided up between two translators and each translator worked 
on a different part of the text. At a consensus meeting, the translators and a translation 
coordinator (the researcher), reviewed and discussed the different translated sections before 
agreeing on a final version (as illustrated by Figure 3-4). As Harkness and Schoua-Glusberg 
(1998) emphasize, special care must be taken in this approach to ensure that consistency is 
maintained across the translation. Problems may arise for instance when two translators 
translate the same expression differently. Thus, all translated materials used in the present 
research were checked for consistency at the consensus meeting (i.e., questionnaire, interview 
topic guide, informed consent forms).
 
Figure 3-4: The translation process  
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            Before the data analysis of the qualitative studies, data in the two target languages 
(i.e., interview transcripts in Korean and German) were translated into English by the author 
of the thesis. Following Guest, MacQueen, and Namey’s (2011) guidelines, the translated 
interview transcripts were reviewed by one Korean-English translator and one German-
English translator, who confirmed that what participants meant is accurately conveyed in the 
English text.   
 
 
3.3.2 Cultural context effects 
            Braun (2003a) points out that cultural norms, values, and experiences affect 
respondents’ cognitive processing before answering a question in any given research. 
Respondents need to “interpret a question, generate an opinion, match the opinion to a 
response category (‘formatting’), and edit the response in keeping with subjective needs to 
conform to social desirability norms” (Braun, 2003a, p. 61). Consequently, respondents of 
different cultures are likely to ‘read’ questions differently. In order to reduce potential effects 
of the cultural context on respondents’ answers, questions need to be formulated as concrete 
and unambiguous as possible without giving the impression that there is a preferred answer 
(Segall, 1986). To achieve this goal, survey questions and items as well as interview questions 
of this research were pretested and modified when necessary according to Segall’s (1986) 
guidelines. 
 
             Research drawing on differences in self-construal suggests that individuals from 
collectivistic East Asian cultures are more likely to be subject to social desirability than 
individuals from individualistic cultures (e.g., Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995; Johnson, 
Kulesa, Cho, & Shavitt, 2005; Schwarz, 2003). This can result in different forms of response 
bias, which is defined as “the systematic tendency to distort responses on rating scales so that 
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observed scores are unrelated to the true score of the individual” (Fischer, 2004, p. 263). 
Shifting responses can result in scores that are either extreme or modest (extreme or modesty 
response bias) or in scores that are at either end of the scale (acquiescence response bias) 
(Byrne & Campbell, 1999; Cheung & Rensvold, 2000; Hui & Triandis, 1986, 1989). While 
the potential occurrence of response biases cannot be ruled out, specific statistical 
standardization techniques have been developed to tackle this problem in cross-cultural 
survey research (Fischer, 2004). Since critical voices call for caution against the use of 
adjustment procedures for data distortion based on the assumption that response biases are 
linked to specific cultural orientations (e.g., Lalwani, Shavitt, & Johnson, 2006), such 
procedures are not implemented in the present research. 
 
            While response biases due to cultural context effects have been extensively discussed 
in the context of survey research, literature on culture-related response biases occurring 
during research interviews is still scarce. Findings of studies on intercultural communication 
suggest that communication in some cultures is more direct than in others (see for instance 
Hall, 1976; Kapoor, Hughes, Baldwin, & Blue, 2003 for an overview on high-/low context 
communication). In addition, Schwarz (2003) notes that respondents often behave in research 
contexts according to norms of conversational conduct that are valued in their respective 
culture. For instance, individuals of interdependent cultures are more likely than individuals 
from independent cultures to attend closely to what others are directly or indirectly 
communicating, since ‘reading between the lines’ is a valued skill in interdependent cultures. 
Thus, interviewers have to adhere to specific cultural norms of communication and 
conversational conduct to create an environment where their interviewees feel at ease and talk 
freely about their experiences.  
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           Finally, research involving bilinguals suggests that language itself can trigger specific 
self-views affecting the pursuit of goals and decision making processes that are relevant for 
consumer behavior (e.g., Briley, Morris, & Simonson, 2005; Ross, Xun, & Wilson, 2002). 
Thus, in order to avoid any language-related biases that may occur due to the use of a lingua 
franca (Squires, 2008), and to encourage interviewees to talk freely, all semi-structured 
interviews of the were conducted in the participants’ native language.  
 
 
3.4 RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS  
3.4.1 Critical review and choice of scales   
            In the present research, existing scales are used to measure individual differences in 
self-construal (section 3.4.2), social dominance orientation (section 3.4.3), brand engagement 
in self-concept (section 3.4.4), status consumption (section 3.4.5), consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (section 3.4.6), and consumer need for uniqueness (3.4.7). Overall, 
most prior consumer research has investigated the constructs by using measurement scales, as 
opposed using qualitative methods, such as ethnography or focus groups. The measurement 
scales that are chosen in this research have been repeatedly reported to be satisfactorily valid 
and reliable. The use of existing scales has two major advantages (see Ember & Ember, 
2001). First, existing scales that have been thoroughly validated across several different 
samples (e.g., different age groups, different consumer groups) are likely to provide a better 
measurement of the construct than a scale that is developed as part of this research involving 
two specific cultural samples. Second, the use of existing scales is highly time-saving, 
because developing a new scale (e.g., a scale to measure self-construal) would require 
additional preliminary work to develop and validate the scale. In particular, the assessment 
and comparison of the new scale with existing scales would require work beyond the scope of 
this thesis. In the following sections, available scales for measuring the six key constructs 
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outlined above will be critically reviewed and the scales that are chosen for this research will 
be introduced.  
 
 
3.4.2 Measuring self-construal type 
            Two main routes to measuring self-construal in cross-cultural research can be 
identified in the literature: i) through the elicitation of free descriptions of the self, such as in 
the Twenty Statements Test (TST) by Kuhn and McPartland (1954), and ii) through the use of 
Likert-type self-response scales, in particular the Self-Construal Scale (SCS) by Singelis 
(1994). 
 
            Kuhn and McPartland’s (1954) Twenty Statements Test (TST) consists of a single 
sheet of paper with twenty numbered blanks. Participants are asked to write twenty answers to 
the question 'Who am I?' in the blanks (e.g., a student, religious). To examine the influence of 
cultural meaning systems on the perception of self, Cousins (1989) administered the TST to 
Japanese and American respondents. Japanese were found to list more social roles, but fewer 
abstract, psychological attributes than Americans. Cousins (1989) reasons that individuals 
with a dominant interdependent self-construal may have difficulties describing themselves in 
absolute terms without situational or contextual references. Since individuals with an 
interdependent self-construal tend to think of themselves in relation to others, abstract 
categorizations of the self may seem unnatural to Japanese (Cousins, 1989). Due to these 
context effects that may affect responses of individuals with a collectivistic cultural 
orientation, Kuhn and McPartland’s (1954) Twenty Statements Test (TST) is not well suited 
for cross-cultural research involving individuals with a dominant interdependent self-
construal. Accordingly, most cross-cultural research draws on contextualized self-response 
scales instead of Kuhn and McPartland’s (1954) TST. 
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            Following Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory, several self-report 
scales have been designed to measure self-construal on two orthogonal dimensions (i.e., 
independence versus interdependence). The first developed scale, Singelis’s (1994) Self-
Construal Scale (SCS), has been tested across a variety of samples. Singelis developed 45 
items to measure the constellation of feelings, thoughts, and actions of independent and 
interdependent self-construal drawing on items by Cross and Markus (1991), Yamaguchi 
(1994), and Bhawuk and Brislin (1992). The 45-item scale was first administered in a multi-
ethnic sample of North American undergraduate students (n = 364). 24 items emerged from of 
principal component analyses, i.e., 12 items measuring independence and 12 items measuring 
interdependence. Validation studies of the 24-item SCS involved another multi-ethnic sample 
of undergraduate students from the same university (total number: n = 165). Results of 
confirmatory factor analyses provide support for the two-factorial structure of the scale and 
Cronbach alpha reliabilities for the two subscales were found to be satisfactory, i.e., α = .70 
for the items of the subscale measuring independence and α = .74 for the items of the subscale 
measuring interdependence respectively (Singelis, 1994, p. 586). To improve the 
psychometric properties of the Self-Construal Scale, Singelis proposed later in an unpublished 
document a new version of the scale, which includes the 24 items of the original scale and six 
more items (i.e., three items measuring independence and three items measuring 
interdependence; D’Amico & Scrima, 2015). While the 30-item version has been used in a 
study by Kwan, Bond, and Singelis (1997), a major disadvantage of the scale is that it has not 
been psychometrically validated.  
 
            Some scholars have raised doubts about the validity of Singelis’s scale as a means to 
investigate self-construal differences due to inconsistent findings across Western 
individualistic and Asian collectivistic cultures (Levine et al., 2003a, 2003b; Bresnahan et al., 
2005). Levine et al. (2003b) provide the most detailed critique on self-construal scales 
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including the SCS. They conducted a meta-analysis of cross-cultural self-construal research as 
well as three priming experiments. According to Levine et al. (2003b), results of the meta-
analysis indicate that overall empirical evidence for the predicted cultural differences in self-
construal is weak or inconsistent, which shows that “self-construal scales do not reliably 
reflect the intended cultural differences” (p. 247). In addition, Levine et al. (2003b) argue that 
self-construal scales are “insensitive to the flexible nature of the interdependent self-
construal” (Levine et al., 2003b, p. 243), because situational priming did not affect the 
measurement on self-construal scales in their study. Levine et al. (2003b) conclude that the 
SCS, as well as other self-construal scales, suffer from “catastrophic validity problems” (p. 
210). However, Kim and Raja (2003) note that Levine and his colleagues’ critique on the 
Self-Construal Scale is untenable as it suffers from “logical flaws, methodological errors, and 
interpretation biases, which stem from ethnic stereotyping” (p. 275). They argue that Levine 
et al. (2003b) solely base their scientific validation criterion for self-construal scales on 
stereotypes of Westerners and Asians while using unrepresentative samples in their priming 
experiments (i.e., predominantly samples of European Americans). In line with Kim and Raja 
(2003), Gudykunst and Lee (2003) contend that results of Levine et al.’s (2003b) meta-
analysis do not warrant concluding that self-construal scales lack validity due to 
methodological shortcomings, i.e., the use of samples that are neither large enough nor 
representative. They also emphasize that Levine et al.’s (2003b) priming studies are not 
expected to influence respondents’ scores on self-construal scales, because priming only 
influences the activation of individuals’ self-construals.  
 
            Moreover, some researchers note that subscales of Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal 
Scale may suffer from weak reliabilities when implemented in certain samples. Specifically, 
cross-cultural research by Lu et al. (2001), who administered Singelis’s (1994) scale in non-
student Chinese and British samples (total number: n = 746), indicates that the reliabilities of 
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the subscales can vary across cultural samples. The independence subscale was found to be 
satisfactory (Cronbach’s alpha α = .73) and the reliability of the interdependence subscale was 
found to be poor in the British sample (Cronbach’s alpha α = .67). However, the reliabilities 
of both subscales were found to be poor in the Chinese sample, i.e., Cronbach’s alpha for the 
independence subscale was α = .52, whereas Cronbach’s alpha for the interdependence 
subscale was α = .62 (Lu et al., 2001, p. 1167). Lu et al. (2001) reason that these inconclusive 
results may be due to the fact that items of the SCS are written for student samples and thus 
less suitable for samples of the general population.  
 
            Given the findings discussed above, some scholars have sought to develop refined 
versions of Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale. By drawing on Singelis’s (1994) SCS, Lu 
and Gilmour (2007) developed the two-dimensional, 42-item Independent and Interdependent 
Self Scale (ISS). They validated the scale across three different samples of Chinese and 
British students (total number: n = 1,142). Findings indicate that the IISS has satisfactory 
reliabilities for the independent and interdependent subscales. Cronbach’s alpha of the 
independence subscale (21 items) was found to be αStudy 1 = .86, αStudy 2 = .83, and αStudy 3 = .85 
respectively. Cronbach’s alpha of the interdependence subscale (21 items) was found to be 
αStudy 1 = .89, αStudy 2 = .87, and αStudy 3 = .82. Yet, it should be noted that no further studies 
have investigated the validity and reliability of Lu and Gilmour’s (2007) scale in other 
cultural samples. Moreover, Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013) developed a refined, 18-item 
version of the SCS that includes two sub-dimensions of interdependent self-construal, i.e., 
harmony seeking and rejection avoidance. The scale was validated in an experimental study 
involving 51 Japanese participants (n = 51) and was tested in a cross-cultural study involving 
a sample of Japanese (n = 94) and North American participants (n = 138). Findings indicate 
that Japanese participants (M = 4.41, SD = .84) score lower on the independence subscale 
than North American respondents (M = 5.07, SD = .76) (t(200) = 5.93, p < .0001; Hashimoto 
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& Yamagishi, 2013, p. 148). Japanese respondents (M = 4.90, SD = 1.07) also scored 
significantly higher than American respondents (M = 4.90, SD = 1.07) on the rejection 
avoidance scale (t(200) = 2.86, p < .01). However, no significant difference between the two 
cultural samples was found on the rejection avoidance scale (Japanese: M = 4.84, SD = .69; 
North Americans: M = 4.97, SD = .68; t(200) = 1.36, n.s.; Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013, p. 
148). Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013) argue that the lack of cultural differences on the 
harmony seeking subscale is consistent with past research by Oyserman et al. (2002) 
suggesting that harmony seeking and mutual cooperation is universal across cultures. While 
Datu (2015) has successfully administered Hashimoto and Yamagishi’s (2013) self-construal 
scale in a sample of 665 Filipino students (n = 665), it is important to note that no further 
cross-cultural research has yet investigated the validity and reliability of the harmony seeking 
and rejection avoidance subscales. Moreover, D’Amico and Scrima (2015) propose a short 
version of Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale. They developed a 10-item scale consisting 
of 5 items measuring independence and 5 items measuring interdependence. The scale was 
validated using two samples of Italian university students (total number: n = 597). Results of 
confirmatory analysis indicate good construct validity of D’Amico and Scrima’s (2015) short 
self-construal scale [χ2/(df 32) = 45.876, GFI = .974, CFI = .931; RMSEA = .035; D’Amico 
& Scrima, 2015, p. 164]. A major shortcoming of the SCS short version is however that it has 
been only tested in an Italian sample. As D’Amico and Scrima (2015) note, further studies 
involving different cultural samples are needed to confirm the psychometric properties of the 
SCS short scale. However, to date no cross-cultural research has yet investigated the validity 
and reliability of the scale. 
 
             Despite potential weaknesses of the scale that have been pointed out by critics, 
Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale (SCS) is the most widely used instrument to measure 
individual differences in self-construal to date. In contrast to refined versions of the scale, a 
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large body of research provides empirical support for the validity and reliability of Singelis’s 
(1994) SCS. For instance, cross-cultural research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001) involving 
student samples of Chinese and North American participants (total number: n = 276) indicates 
relatively high reliabilities for both subscales. In the Chinese sample, Cronbach’s alpha for 
the independence subscale was found to be α = .78, whereas Cronbach’s alpha for the 
interdependence subscale was α = .90. In the North American sample, Cronbach’s alpha for 
the independence subscale was found to be α = .87, whereas Cronbach’s alpha for the 
interdependence subscale was α = .95 (Aaker & Schmitt, 2001, p. 566). Given these findings 
as well as the lack of cross-culturally validated revised versions of the SCS, Singelis’s 
original 24-item Self-Construal Scale (Table 3-1) is used in the present research.  
 
Table 3-1: Items of the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994) 
 
Interdependence dimension: 
01. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. 
02. It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 
03. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 
04. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor. 
05. I respect people who are modest about themselves. 
06. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in. 
07. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important than my own  
accomplishments.
08. I should take into consideration my parents’ advice when making education/career plans. 
09. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 
10. I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I’m not happy with the group. 
11. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. 
12. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument. 
 
 
Independence dimension: 
13. I’d rather say “No” directly, than risk being misunderstood. 
14. Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 
15. Having a lively imagination is important to me. 
16. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 
17. I am the same person at home that I am at school. 
18. Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me.
19. I act the same way no matter who I am with. 
20. I feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after I meet them, even when they are much  
      older than I am. 
21. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I’ve just met. 
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22. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. 
23. My personal identity independent of others, is very important to me. 
24. I value being in good health above everything. 
 
 
 
3.4.3 Measuring social dominance orientation 
            Social dominance orientation scales are among the most generative and widely used 
measures in social and political psychology for investigating intergroup inequality and 
conflict (Ho et al., 2015). It should be noted that a large number of studies involve social 
dominance orientation scales and no research has yet challenged the validity and reliability of 
the scales. Existing scales to measure social dominance orientation (SDO) have been 
developed by Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, and Malle (1994), who first measured proxies for 
SDO by using items that deal with equality from the National Election Study or the S6 
Conservatism scale (Sidanius, 1976). On the basis of the desire to develop a simple, 
unidimensional scale measuring social dominance orientation, Pratto et al. selected 14 items 
out of more than 70 items whose content they considered as related to SDO or to constructs 
that are adjacent to SDO, such as prestige-striving and nationalism. Out of the 14 selected 
items, seven items indicate approval of inequality and seven indicate approval of inequality. 
The SDO scale was developed and validated by Pratto et al. (1994) across 13 multi-ethnic 
samples (n = 1,952) of college students at universities in the United States. SDO was found to 
be strongly related to belief in a number of hierarchy-legitimizing myths, such as nationalism, 
anti-Black racism and political-economic conservatism. Correlational analyses also revealed 
that SDO has moderate negative correlations with communality (r = –.42, p < .01), tolerance 
(r = –.30, p < .01), concern for others (r = –.53, p < .01), and altruism (r = –.32, p < .01) 
(Pratto et al., 1994, p. 752). 
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            Besides the development and validation of the 14-item SDO scale (later referred to as 
the SDO5 scale in Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), Pratto et al. (1994) mention the development of 
two additional scales: a modified 16-item scale (later referred to as SDO6 scale in Ho et al., 
2012) that has a better fit with the conceptual model, and an 8-item abbreviated version of the 
16-item scale. While all three SDO scales were found to correlate significantly – and to 
similar degrees – with policy attitudes in the directions expected, Pratto et al. (1994) report 
that the 16-item SDO scale and its 8-item abbreviated form have slightly more face validity 
than the 14-item SDO scale. However, in line with some critical voices (Xin & Chi, 2010) it 
should be noted that Sidanius et al. (1994) do not provide detailed statistical results for the 
construct validity of the two additional scales.  
 
            A small number follows Pratto et al. (1994) in viewing the three SDO scales as 
unidimensional scales with one factor. For instance, Wilson (2003) administered Pratto et 
al.’s (1994) SDO6 scale as a unidimensional scale in a sample of university students in New 
Zealand (n = 160) to investigate the relationship between idealism and social dominance
orientation. Results of correlational analyses indicate a moderate negative correlation between 
SDO and idealism (r = –40, p < .001). However, Jost and Thompson (2000) argue that a 
correlated two-factor structure of the 16-item SDO6 scale provides better comparative fit than 
a one-factor structure. After integrating results from four studies (n = 1,675), they identified 
two major factors of the 16-item scale: support for group-based dominance (GBD, captured 
by eight positive descriptions of social dominance) and general opposition to equality (OEQ, 
captured by eight negative descriptions of SDO). Results of confirmatory analysis indicate 
that the correlated two-factor model fits the data well (CFI = .908) and provides as 
significantly better fit than the one-factor model [χ2/(df 1) = 332.29; p < .001, CFI = .781; Jost 
& Thompson, 2000, p. 215]. These results were not only found in the whole sample, but also 
in a sample of African Americans [CFItwo-factor = .889 vs. CFIone-factor = .655, χ2/(df 1) = 102.10, 
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p < .001] and a sample of European Americans [CFItwo-factor = .907 vs. CFIone-factor = .785, 
χ2/(df 1) = 259.90, p < .001; Jost & Thompson, 2000, p. 215].  
 
            To clarify the question about the SDO scale’s factoral structure, Ho et al. (2012) 
investigated across seven samples from the United States and Israel whether the 16-item 
SDO6 scale has a two-factor structure. Findings of confirmatory factor analyses indicate that 
the SDO6 scale consists of two related but conceptually distinct subdimensions: support for 
group-based domination (SDO-D) and opposition to group-based equality (SDO-E). While 
SDO-D particularly relates to the forceful and active subjugation of out-groups, SDO-E 
relates in particular “to less confrontational hierarchy-enhancing ideologies that legitimize 
relatively egalitarian but still socially stratified systems” (Ho et al., 2012, p. 593). In a more 
recent paper, Ho et al. (2015) present a refined version of the SDO6 scale: the SDO7 scale and 
its short form (SDO7(S) scale). The new version of the SDO scale was developed and validated 
using seven large multi-ethnic samples from the United States (n = 3,107). Confirmatory 
factor analyses revealed a four-factor structure of the new scale: the two subdimensions SDO-
D and SDO-E are balanced with pro-trait and con-trait items. In each of the seven samples, 
Ho et al. (2015) found that a four-factor model fit the data well, indeed better than the two- 
and the one-factor models. For instance, in the first sample, the four-factor model yielded 
good fit (χ2/df ratio 2.43, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .06), and fit better than two-factor model 
(χ2/df ratio 4.08, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .08) and the single-factor model (χ2/df ratio 6.46, CFI 
= .97 RMSEA = .11; Ho et al., 2015, p. 1015). The new SDO measure also correlates highly 
with the SDO6 scale. In four samples of North Americans (total number: n = 2,231), 
correlations of rStudy 1 = .95, rStudy 2 = .92, rStudy 3 =.94, and rStudy 4 = .88 were found (Ho et al., 
2015, p. 1014). The short form of the SDO7 scale – the SDO7(S) scale – was found to have 
similar properties to the full form, i.e., across four samples, it was found to be strongly 
correlated with the SDO6 scale (rStudy 1 = .92, rStudy 2 = .90, rStudy 3 =.92, and rStudy 4 = .87; Ho et 
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al., 2015, p. 1016). The SDO7(S) scale also correlated across the four samples with all criterion 
variables to a similar magnitude to that of the SDO7 scale and of the SDO6 scale (e.g., 
correlation with old fashioned racism r = .45, p < .001, and with the SDO6 scale r RSDO6-SDO7(S) 
= .92; p < .001, Ho et al., 2015, p. 1017). In addition, results of further analyses indicate that 
the SDO7(S) scale has equally good reliabilities as the SDO7 scale. For instance, Cronbach’s 
alpha of the SDO7(S) scale was found to be α = .87, while Cronbach’s alpha of the SDO7 scale 
was found to be α = .93. Ho et al. (2015) also report good reliabilities for the two subscales 
SDO-D and SDO-E of the SDO7 scale and the SDO7(S) scale. For example, analyses of the 
first sample (n = 528) reveal Cronbach’s alphas of SDO-D7(Short) α = .80 and SDO-E7(Short) α = 
.80 for the SDO7(S) scale, as well as Cronbach’s alphas of SDO-D α = .88 and SDO-E α = .90 
for the SDO7 scale. Accordingly, Ho et al. (2015), conclude that the new measure of SDO is 
an improved and theoretically solidified version of the SDO6 scale, which preserves the 
properties that have made the SDO6 scale a powerful and widely used tool for understanding 
intergroup behavior. 
 
            Following Ho et al. (2015), who recommend to use the short-form scale in case of 
space constraints, the SDO7(S) scale is used in the present research (Table 3-2). Since this 
scale allows to measure pro-trait versus con-trait subdimensions of SDO, it can be used for 
measuring individuals’ preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality (SDO pro-
dimension or in short SDO) versus individuals’ preference for group-based egalitarianism and 
equality (SDO con-dimension). As discussed in sections 2.2.1 and 3.1.2 of this thesis, the 
differentiation between preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality and preference 
for group-based egalitarianism corresponds to Singelis et al.’s (1995) vertical dimension and 
horizontal dimension. Accordingly, the present research investigates cross-cultural differences 
in social dominance orientation by looking at both SDO pro-dimensions and SDO con-
dimensions. 
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Table 3-2: Items of the SDO7(S) Scale (Ho et al., 2015) 
 
Pro-trait dominance dimension:
01. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom.  
02. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.   
 
 
Con-trait dominance dimension:  
03. No one group should dominate in society.  
04. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top.  
 
 
Pro-trait antiegalitarianism dimension:  
05. Group equality should not be our primary goal.  
06. It is unjust to try to make groups equal.  
 
 
Con-trait antiegalitarianism dimension:
07. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.  
08. We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed.  
 
 
 
3.4.4 Measuring brand engagement in self-concept 
            Two measures for individual differences in connections between consumers and 
brands can be identified in the consumer behavior literature, i.e., i) Escalas’s (2004) Self-
Brand Connection (SBC) scale and ii) Sprott, Czellar, and Spangenberg’s (2009) Brand 
Engagement in Self-Concept (BESC) scale. In an experimental study, Escalas (2004) 
developed a 7-item Self-Brand Connection (SBC) scale that measures the strength of the link 
between the self and a particular brand. Accordingly, the SBC scale includes items, such as 
“Brand X reflects who I am” and “I think Brand X (could) help(s) me become the type of 
person I want to be” (Escalas, 2004, p. 175).	Escalas (2004) administered 27 items in a 
relatively small sample of North American undergraduate students (n = 183). Following a 
series of factor and LISREL analyses, a scale of 7 SBC items emerged. The 7-item scale was 
found to have good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha α = .95) and results of principal components 
analyses indicate that the scale is unidimensional, i.e., the single-factor solution was found to 
explain 76% of the variance in the seven SBC scale items (Escalas, 2004). In addition, results 
of LISREL analyses provide evidence of the scale’s validity (χ2(14) = 341.48, p < .001, CFI 
  123 
= .88, IFI = .88, GFI = .80; with factor loadings for each item being significant r > .95, t > 
11.81; Escalas, 2004, p. 179). Yet, it should be noted that few consumer studies have tested 
the SBC scale empirically ever since its publication. Escalas and Bettman (2005) 
administered the SBC scale in a multi-ethnic sample of white, Asian, and Hispanic American 
undergraduate students (n = 388). Results of a mixed ANOVA indicate that all participants 
report higher self-brand connections for brands with associations that are congruent with an 
ingroup compared to those that are incongruent (match = 63.59, no match = 17.31; a priori 
contrast F(1, 723) = 191.20, p < .001). To the best of my knowledge, no other research has 
yet tested the validity and reliability of Escalas’s (2004) self-brand connections scale in 
different large-scale samples, including samples from different cultures. Thus, given that 
Escalas’s (2004) validation study involves a relatively small sample of North American 
undergraduate students (n = 183), a major shortcoming of Escalas’s (2004) SBC scale is that 
it has not yet been sufficiently validated. 
 
            In contrast to Escalas’s (2004) Self-Brand Connection (SBC) scale, which measures 
the strength of the connection between the consumer’s self-concept and a specific brand X, 
Sprott, Czellar, and Spangenberg’s (2009) Brand Engagement in Self-Concept (BESC) scale 
measures consumers’ general tendency to engage with all brands they consider important by 
including them as part of their self-concepts. According to Sprott et al. (2009), the Brand 
Engagement in Self-Concept scale provides “a more comprehensive view of the person–brand 
connection by accounting for the notion that multiple brands are integrated into a consumer’s 
self-concept” (p. 93). Sprott et al. (2009) developed the BESC scale in a study involving a 
sample of undergraduate students (n = 430). Out of 32 initial items that were administered, a 
final BESC scale consisting of eight items emerged from item purification based on factor 
analytical iterations. The scale was found to have good reliability, with internal consistency of 
α = .94 and intertemporal reliability ranging between .62 and .78 (Sprott et al., 2009). 
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Moreover, Sprott et al. (2009) conducted bivariate correlation analyses to investigate the 
relationship between BESC and 12 related constructs (e.g., relational-interdependent self, 
materialism, self-concept clarity, self-esteem, material values, impression management). 
Results of the analyses show that BESC does not correlate with measures of social aspects of 
the self (i.e., independent self-construal, interdependent self-construal, collective self-esteem). 
Accordingly, correlations of r = –.027, p = n.s. (independent self-construal; Singelis, 1994), r 
= .058, p = n.s. (interdependent self-construal; Singelis, 1994), and r = –.009, p = n.s. 
(collective self-esteem; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) were found (Sprott et al., 2009, p. 94). 
However, there are significant positive correlations between BESC and relational-
interdependent self (r = .152, p < .05) as well as between BESC and material values (r = .42, 
p < .01; Sprott et al., 2009, p. 94). Given the correlation between BESC and material values, 
Sprott et al. (2009) conducted further analyses to examine whether the Material Values Scale 
(Richins, 2004) and the BESC scale measure two distinct theoretical constructs. Analyses of 
the predictive validity of the two constructs indicate that the materialism scale is not 
correlated with the number of brands reported by respondents (r = .15, p = .28), whereas the 
correlation between BESC and the number of brands remains significant after controlling for 
material values (r = .36, p < .01). Thus, while BESC and material values are correlated, 
Richins’s (2004) scale and Sprott et al.’s (2009) scale measure two distinct constructs. 
Furthermore, Sprott et al. (2009) conducted five experimental studies using six different 
samples of undergraduate students (total number: n = 585) to validate the BESC scale from 
various theoretical perspectives. Findings of the validation studies confirm that BESC 
positively affects major steps of the consumer decision process towards brands, i.e., memory, 
brand choice, product preferences, brand perceptions, brand attitude, and brand loyalty.  
 
            While Brodie, Hollebeek, Jurić, and Illić (2011) argue that the BESC scale fails to 
fully capture the rich and interactive nature of customer engagement, the scale has been 
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positively received by other consumer researchers. For instance, Ferraro, Escalas, and 
Bettman (2011) developed a self-extension tendency scale by drawing on Sprott et al.’s (2009) 
BESC scale. In addition, several studies provide empirical evidence for the validity and utility 
of the BESC scale for investigating the link between consumer’s self-concept and brands. 
Goldsmith, Flynn, and Clark (2012) administered the BESC scale in survey research 
involving a sample of 258 North American university students (n = 258) to investigate the 
relationship between BESC, status consumption, and brand loyalty for clothing. Results of 
analyses indicate that the BESC scale has good construct reliability (α = .90). In addition, 
large positive correlations were found between BESC and status consumption (r = .46, p 
< .01), as well as between BESC and brand loyalty (r = .51, p < .01). In line with Sprott et 
al.’s (2009) findings, no effect of gender on BESC was found (r = .00, p = n.s.). Moreover, 
Goldsmith and Goldsmith (2012), implemented the BESC scale in a sample of 132 North 
American university students (n = 132) to examine the relationship between brand personality 
and brand engagement in self-concept. Goldsmith and Goldsmith (2012) also report a good 
reliability of the BESC scale, i.e., Cronbach’s alpha was found to be α = .89. Furthermore, 
results of correlational analyses confirmed Goldsmith and Goldsmith’s (2012) hypotheses by 
indicating that BESC is positively correlated with brand personality (r = .26, p < .01).  
 
            As discussed above, a major advantage of Sprott et al.’s (2009) BESC scale over 
Escalas’s (2004) SBC scale is that several studies have provided empirical evidence of the 
BESC scale’s validity and reliability. Accordingly, Sprott et al.’s (2009) BESC scale (Table 
3-3) is chosen over Escalas’s (2004) SBC scale in the present research to investigate whether 
brand engagement in self-concept varies across cultures.  
 
Table 3-3: Items of the Brand Engagement in Self-Concept Scale (Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg, 2009) 
 
01. I have a special bond with the brands that I like. 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02. I consider my favorite brands to be a part of myself.  
03. I often feel a personal connection between my brands and me.  
04. Part of me is defined by important brands in my life. 
05. I feel as if I have a close personal connection with the brands I most prefer.  
06. I can identify with important brands in my life.  
07. There are links between the brands that I prefer and how I view myself.  
08. My favorite brands are an important indication of who I am.  
 
 
 
3.4.5 Measuring status consumption 
            To date, Eastman, Goldsmith and Flynn’s (1999) Status Consumption Scale is the only 
available self-report scale to measure consumers’ tendency to purchase goods for reasons of 
status or social prestige. The 5-item scale has been developed and validated by Eastman et al. 
(1999) across six studies involving different samples of undergraduate students and adult 
respondents living in the United States (n = 1,436). Results of Eastman et al.’s (1999) 
analyses indicate that the scale has one dimension, i.e., one factor with an eigenvalue of 2.78 
explained 55.6% of the total variance. In addition, the unidimensional scale was found to have 
good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha α = .86). The Status Consumption Scale was also found to 
possess discriminant validity, as it is uncorrelated with self-esteem (r = –.04, p = n.s.), income 
level (r = – .02, p = n.s.), social responsibility (r = –.04, p = n.s.), and socio-economic class (r 
= –.02, p = n.s.; Eastman et al., 1999, p. 47). Moreover, correlations of the Status 
Consumption Scale with measures of other potentially related constructs provide evidence for 
the nomological validity of the scale. Specifically, the Status Consumption Scale was found to 
correlate moderately with materialism (r = .22, p < .01) and status concern (r = .32, p < .01) 
as measured on Belk’s (1985) scale for materialism and Kaufman’s (1957) measures of 
concern for status (Eastman et al., 1999, p. 46).  
 
            It should be noted that no critical investigations have been published whose findings 
question the validity and reliability of the Status Consumption Scale. Instead, a number of 
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studies provide empirical evidence supporting the reliability and validity of the Status 
Consumption Scale. For example, Goldsmith and Clark (2008) administered the Status 
Consumption Scale in a sample of 598 North American university students (n = 598) to 
investigate the relationships between status consumption, consumer need for uniqueness 
(CNFU, Tian et al., 2001), and attention to social comparison information (ATSCI; Lennox & 
Wolfe, 1984). Eastman et al.’s (1999) Status Consumption Scale was found to have good 
reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha α = .89. Results of correlational analyses also indicate that 
status consumption is positively correlated with CNFU (r = .13, p < .01) and ATSCI (r = .48, 
p < .01), as hypothesized by Goldsmith and Clark (2008). Goldsmith, Flynn, and Kim (2010) 
implemented Eastman et al.’s (1999) Status Consumption Scale in a sample of 409 North 
American university students (n = 409) to examine the relationship between status 
consumption and price sensitivity (Goldsmith & Newell, 1997). Goldsmith et al. (2010) report 
that the Status Consumption Scale has reasonable reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha α = .86. 
Overall, Eastman, Goldsmith and Flynn’s (1999) Status Consumption Scale (Table 3-4) is a 
well-tested scale that will be used in the present research to examine cross-cultural differences 
in consumers’ status consumption. 
 
Table 3-4: Items of the Status Consumption Scale (Eastman, Goldsmith, & Flynn, 1999) 
 
01. I would buy a product just because it has status. 
02. I am interested in new products with status. 
03. I would pay more for a product if it had status. 
04. The status of a product is irrelevant to me. * 
05. A product is more valuable to me if it has some snob appeal. 
* Item to be reversely coded according to Eastman et al. (1999). 
 
 
 
3.4.6 Measuring consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence 
            Bearden, Netemeyer, and Teel’s (1989) Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal 
Influence (SUSCEP) Scale is the only existing self-report scale for assessing consumers’ 
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susceptibility to interpersonal influence. Bearden et al. (1989) developed and validated the 
scale across six studies involving samples of students and adult consumers (n = 502). A 12-
item two-factor scale emerged from analyses of the first study, consisting of informational 
influence, as well as utilitarian and value expressive measures combined as a single normative 
factor (i.e., normative influence). Bearden et al. (1989) assessed the informational and 
normative dimensions of interpersonal influence in five subsequent studies. Results of the 
studies indicate good reliabilities of the two subscales, with Cronbach’s alpha for 
informational influence α = .82 and Cronbach’s alpha for normative influence α = .88. In 
addition, attention to social comparison seeking (ATSCI, Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) was found 
to correlate more strongly with the normative dimension (r = 0.68, p < .05) than with the 
informational dimension of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (r = 0.16, p 
< .05; Bearden et al., 1989, p. 478). Moreover, measures of normative influence and 
informational interpersonal influence were found to be positively correlated with individuals’ 
motivations to comply with the expectation of others, i.e., r = .39, p < .05 and r = .59, p < .05 
respectively (Bearden et al., 1989, p. 479)  
 
            Schroeder (1996) provides a detailed review and assessment of Bearden et al.’s (1989) 
Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence (SUSCEP) Scale. He examines the 
psychometric properties of the 12-item scale in a study involving a sample of North American 
university students (n = 477). Analyses of the data provide further evidence of the SUSCEP 
Scale’s validity and reliability. Specifically, the two subscales were found to have reasonable 
reliabilities, with Cronbach’s alpha for informational influence of α = .77 and Cronbach’s 
alpha for normative influence of α = .89. In addition, results of confirmatory analyses using 
EQS indicate that the two-factor model has a better fit [χ2/(df 53) = 239.35; p < .001 
Schroeder, 1996, p. 592] than a one-factor model [χ2/(df 54) = 804.32; p < .001; Schroeder, 
1996, p. 592]. Results of correlational analyses focusing on Consumer Susceptibility to 
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Interpersonal Influence Scale and other psychological scales also confirm the two-factor 
structure of Bearden et al.’s (1989) scale. The following scales were used for correlation 
analyses: The Individuation Scale (Maslach, Stapp, & Santee, 1985), the Self-Understanding 
Scale (Cheek, 1993), and the Self-Consciousness Scale which includes public self-
consciousness and social anxiety as interrelated factors (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975). 
As predicted by Schroeder (1996), scores of the normative influence dimension of the 
SUSCEP Scale show moderate negative correlations with individuation (r = –.17, p < .001) 
and self-understanding (r = –.18, p < .001), as well as moderate positive correlations with 
public self-consciousness (r = .14, p < .01) and social anxiety (r = .20, p < .01). In addition, a 
moderate positive correlation was found between scores of the informational influence 
dimension of the SUSCEP Scale and public self-consciousness (r = .14, p < .01; Schroeder, 
1996, p. 594). On the basis of his analysis, Schroeder (1996) recommends the SUSCEP Scale 
as “an efficient, reliable and reasonably valid measure” (p. 596) for future research on central 
issues in consumer, social, and personality psychology.  
 
            It should be noted that no research has yet challenged the reliability and validity of 
Bearden et al.’s (1989) SUSCEP Scale. Thus, following Schroeder’s (1996) recommendation, 
Bearden et al.’s (1989) Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence Scale (Table 3-5) 
is used in the present research to measure individual differences in consumers’ susceptibility 
to interpersonal influence in a cross-cultural context. 
 
Table 3-5: Items of the Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence Scale (Bearden, 
Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989) 
 
Normative influence dimension: 
01. I rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until I am sure my friends approve of them.  
02. It is important that others like the products and brands I buy. 
03. When buying products, I generally purchase those brands that I think others will approve of.  
04. If other people can see me using a product, I often purchase the brand they expect me to buy.  
05. I like to know what brands and products make good impressions on others. 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06. I achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same products and brarnds that others   
      purchase.  
07. If I want to be like someone, I often try to buy the same brands that they buy.  
08. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and brands they  
      purchase. 
 
 
Informational influence dimension: 
09. To make sure I buy the right product or brand, I often observe what others are buying and      
      using.  
10. If I have little experience with a product, I often ask my friends about the product. 
11. I often consult other people to help choose the test alternative available from a product class.  
12. I frequently gather information from friends or family about a product before I buy. 
 
 
 
3.4.7 Measuring consumer need for uniqueness  
            Two self-report measures for investigating individual differences in consumers’ 
tendency to seek unique products can be identified in the consumer behavior literature, i.e., i) 
the Desire for Unique Consumer Products (DUCP) Scale by Lynn and Harris (1997), and ii) 
the Consumer Need for Uniqueness (CNFU) Scale by Tian, Bearden, and Hunter (2001) and 
its short version developed by Ruvio, Shoham, and Makovec Brenčič (2008).  
 
            As discussed in section 1.2.4 of this thesis, Lynn and Harris (1997) conceptualize the 
construct of desire for unique consumer products (DUCP) as “the extent to which individuals 
hold as a personal goal the acquisition and possession of consumer goods, services, and 
experiences that few others possess” (p. 602). Drawing on Snyder and Fromkin’s (1977) Need 
for Uniqueness Scale, Lynn and Harris (1997) developed and validated the 8-item DUCP 
Scale, which focuses on a single form of uniqueness seeking, namely the desire for scarce or 
rare products. Out of 33 generated items that were administered in an initial study involving a 
sample of 240 North American university students (n = 240) and analyzed in a principal-
component factor analysis, eight items emerged. Maximum-likelihood confirmatory analyses 
on these items revealed that a single factor model fits the data well, despite a statistically 
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significant chi-square [χ2/(df 20) = 36.33; p > .02, GFI = .97, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .058; 
Lynn & Harris, 1997, p. 607]. To investigate internal consistency of the unidimensional 8-
item scale, Lynn and Harris (1997) administered it in a convenience sample of 106 working 
adults (airline employees; n = 106). Internal consistency turned out to be reasonable, with 
Cronbach’s alpha in both student and non-student samples α = .78. Moreover, Lynn and 
Harris (1997) conducted a series of validation studies involving different student samples to 
examine the relationships of the DUCP scale with related self-response scales. These scales 
include Snyder and Fromkin’s (1977) Need for Uniqueness Scale, Bearden et al.’s (1989) 
Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence Scale, and Cassidy and Lynn’s (1989) 
scale for measuring competitiveness and status aspiration. As hypothesized by Lynn and 
Harris (1997), the DUCP scale correlates positively with Snyder and Fromkin’s (1977) NFU 
scale (r = .33, p < .0001; n = 333) and with Cassidy and Lynn’s (1989) scales for measuring 
competitiveness (r = .44, p < .0001; n = 241) and status aspiration (r = .33, p < .0001; n = 
239). However, contrary to Lynn and Harris’s (1997) hypothesizing that the desire for unique 
consumer products should be negatively related to consumer susceptibility to interpersonal 
influence, the DUCP scale was found to be positively correlated with Bearden et al.’s (1989) 
subscales measuring informational influence (r = .25, p < .0001; n = 336) and normative 
influence (r = .18, p < .001; n = 337). Lynn and Harris (1997) explain this contradictory 
finding by arguing that DUCP and SUSCEP may be positively related, as both constructs are 
positive related to the use of possessions to define oneself in relation to others. Few empirical 
studies have further investigated the validity and reliability of the DUCP Scale. A rare 
exception is research by Cheema and Kaikati (2008), who compare the DUCP Scale with 
Snyder and Fromkin’s (1977) NFU scale and Tian et al.’s (2001) CNFU Scale by 
administering the three scales in a sample of 170 undergraduate students (n = 170). Results of 
correlation analyses indicate that Snyder and Fromkin’s (1977) NFU scale correlates more 
strongly with the CNFU Scale (r = .26, p < .001) than with the DUCP scale (r = .16, p < .05), 
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providing evidence that the CNFU Scale is a broader measure of consumers’ need for 
uniqueness, while the measurement of the DUCP Scale is limited to the desire for scarce or 
rare products (Cheema & Kaikati, 2008, p. 47). In addition, the CNFU measure was found to 
be more reliable (Cronbach’s alpha α = .85) than the DUCP Scale (Cronbach’s alpha α = .89). 
Given the narrow focus of Lynn and Harris’s (1997) DUCP Scale, it is not surprising that 
most consumer research investigating consumers’ tendency to seek unique products involves 
Tian et al.’s (2001) CNFU Scale instead of Lynn and Harris’s (1997) DUCP Scale. 
 
            The 31-item Consumer Need for Uniqueness (CNFU) Scale was developed and 
validated by Tian et al. (2001) across a series of studies involving several large student 
samples (n = 1,623). Factor analyses based on data of two samples (n1 = 272, n2 = 621) 
indicate that a three-factor structure fits the data well (CFIsample 1 =.92, TLIsample 1 = .91, 
RMSEAsample 1 = .053, and CFIsample 2 = .93, TLIsample 2 = .92, RMSEAsample 2 = .057; Tian et al., 
2001, p. 57). Tian et al. (2001) refer to the three dimensions of the CNFU Scale as creative 
choice counterconformity, unpopular choice counterconformity, and avoidance of similarity. 
Results of a study involving a third sample of 235 undergraduate students (n = 235) indicate 
that the CNFU scale is reliable with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients being α = .95. Moreover, 
Tian et al. (2001) conducted a validation study (n = 121) including several related self-
response scales, namely the Need for Uniqueness (Snyder & Fromkin, 1970), the 
Individuation Scale (Maslach, Stapp, & Santee, 1985), and the Desire for Unique Consumer 
Products (Lynn & Harris 1997). Results of correlation analyses indicate that CNFU has a 
stronger positive correlation with desire for unique consumer products than the NFU and 
individuation (correlations for CNFU: r = .65, p < .001; for NFU: r = .17, p < .001, and for 
individuation: r = .19, p < .001 for individuation; Tian et al., 2001, p. 60). According to Tian 
et al. (2001), these findings provide evidence that the CNFU Scale measures 
counterconformity motivation, while the NFU Scale and the Individuation Scale do not. 
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             The Consumer for Uniqueness Scale has been further assessed by Tian and McKenzie 
(2001) in three studies involving samples of undergraduate students and respondents to a mail 
survey (n = 876). In order to examine the long-term ability of the CNFU Scale, Tian and 
McKenzie (2001) conducted two longitudinal assessments of the scale’s predictive validity 
using data collected at four stages from a consumer mail-survey sample. Findings of the 
longitudinal assessments provide support for the predictive validity and stability of the CNFU 
Scale. Results of analyses indicate a scale’s test-retest reliability of .73 over a period of two 
years. In addition, Tian and McKenzie (2001) found little change in the measure’s predictive 
ability over the 2-year period, i.e., the measurement of the CNFU scale used in 1994 predicted 
the multiple-act criterion measured by the CNFU scale in 1996 (r = .52, p < .001; Tian & 
McKenzie, 2001, p. 186). Moreover, Tian and McKenzie (2001) conducted a validation study 
in a sample of 255 undergraduate students (n = 255) to demonstrate the conceptual 
distinctions between CNFU and DUCP (Lynn & Harris, 1997), and the CNFU Scale’s ability 
to predict individuals’ counterconformity motivation in situations of product choice. Results 
of analyses indicate good reliabilities of the CNFU scale (Cronbach’s alpha coefficients α 
= .95). As expected by Tian and McKenzie (2001), CNFU correlates positively with the 
DUCP measure (r = .60, p < .0001; Tian et al., 2001, p. 187). However, relative to desire for 
unique products (DUCP), consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) has a stronger negative 
correlation with attention to social comparison information (r = –.31 versus r = –.15, z = 2.69, 
p < .01); a stronger negative correlation with motivation to comply with others’ expectations 
(r = –.33 versus r = .19, z = 2.40, p < .01); as well as a stronger positive correlation with 
intention to make a counterconforming product choice (r = .49 versus r = .34, z = 2.89, p 
< .01; Tian & McKenzie, 2001, p. 188). Based on the findings of their research, Tian and 
McKenzie (2001) conclude that the consumer need for uniqueness construct is a trait variable 
that is stable over time, which can be reliably measured using Tian et al.’s (2001) CNFU 
Scale.  
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             Arguing that the 31-item scale is too long for many research contexts, Ruvio, Shoham, 
and Makovec Brenčič (2008) propose a short version of the CNFU Scale, the Consumer Need 
for Uniqueness Short (CNFU-S) Scale. Prior to developing the short version, Ruvio et al. 
(2008) administered Tian et al.’s (2001) CNFU Scale in three convenience samples of 
participants in Israel (n = 170), Slovenia (n = 100), and Palestine (n = 113) to test the 
reliability of the scale across different cultural samples. For the subsequent development of 
the CNFU-S Scale, they also administered Bearden et al.’s (1989) SUSCEP Scale, Lynn and 
Harris’s (1997) DUCP Scale, and Raju’s (1980) scale measuring shopping innovativeness. 
Cronbach’s alpha was assessed in each country and for each CNFU subscale. Cronbach’s 
alphas for the creative choice subscale were found to be α1 = .91 (Israel), α2 = .98 (Palestine), 
and α3 = .91 (Slovenia), while Cronbach’s alphas for the unpopular choice subscale were 
found to be α1 = .84 (Israel), α2 = .83 (Palestine), and α3 = .89 (Slovenia). For the avoidance 
of similarity subscale, Ruvio et al. (2008) report Cronbach’s alphas of α1 = .93 (Israel), α2 
= .95 (Palestine), and α3 = .93 (Slovenia). Thus, besides being all above the required level of 
α = .70, the reported Cronbach’s alphas of the CNFU subscales indicate little variation of 
internal consistency across different cultural samples (Ruvio et al., 2008). 
 
            The CNFU-S scale was developed in a two-step procedure. First, three consumer 
behavior experts reviewed the items of the 31-item CNFU Scale and identified the most 
representative ones for each dimension (Ruvio et al., 2008). Second, the internal criterion was 
tested by subjecting all items to confirmatory factor analysis with SEM. After eliminating 
low-loading items (≤ .70), a reduced 12-item version of the CNFU scale emerged, whose 
reliability, convergent validity and nomological validity was tested in SEM confirmatory 
factor analyses. Ruvio et al. (2008) report satisfactory reliabilities of the three CNFU-S 
subscales across the three countries (Israel: .83-.90, Palestine: .84-.92, Slovenia: .90-.91). In 
addition, goodness-of-fit statistics for the measurement models were high (CFI = .90, NFI 
  135 
= .90, and NNFI = .90), indicating satisfactory convergent validity of the CNFU-S Scale. 
Using data of the subscales of Bearden et al.’s (1989) SUSCEP Scale, Lynn and Harris’s 
(1997) DUCP Scale, and Raju’s (1980) scale measuring shopping innovativeness, Ruvio et al. 
(2008) also tested the nomological validity of the CNFU-S Scale using SEM. Goodness-of-fit 
measures indicate that the CNFU-S Scale has good nomological fit [χ2/(df 186) = 352.61, p 
< .001; χ2/df = 1.9; NFI = .97, CFI = .99, NNFI = .98, RMSEA = .05; Ruvio et al., 2008, p. 
44]. Moreover, evidence for the cross-cultural invariance of the CNFU-S Scale is provided by 
results of further structural equation modeling indicating that the factor structure is consistent 
across the three cultural samples. On the basis of their findings, which provide evidence for 
validity, reliability, and cross-cultural invariance of the CNFU-S Scale, Ruvio et al. (2008) 
conclude that the “CNFU-S can be used safely in future CNFU research, enabling generalized 
and meaningful comparisons” (p. 46) within and across cultures. Further research involving 
Ruvio et al.’s (2008) CNFU-S Scale provide empirical evidence for the reliability of the scale. 
For example, Kastanakis and Balabanis (2012) administered the CNFU-S Scale in a sample of 
431 participants in the UK (n = 431) to investigate the relationship between self-construal 
type, consumer need for uniqueness and bandwagon consumption behavior. Results indicate 
that the CNFU-S Scale has reasonable reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha α = .94 for the 
avoidance of similarity subscale, α = .85 for the creative choice counterconformity subscale, 
and α = .89 for the unpopular choice counterconformity subscale.  
 
            The present aims at investigating potential cross-cultural differences on all dimensions 
of consumers’ need for uniqueness, namely creative choice counterconformity, unpopular 
choice counterconformity, and avoidance of similarity. Thus, instead of the DUCP measure 
(Lynn & Harris, 1997), this research involves the measurement of CNFU (Tian et al., 2001). 
Due to its brevity and good properties, Ruvio et al.’s (2008) CNFU-S Scale (Table 3-6) is 
chosen over Tian et al.’s (2001) CNFU Scale in the present cross-cultural research. 
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Table 3-6: Items of the CNFU-S Scale (Ruvio, Shoham, & Makovec Brenčič, 2008) and 
additional items 
 
Creative choice dimension:  
01. I often combine possessions in such a way that I create a personal image that cannot be  
      duplicated.  
02. I often try to find a more interesting version of run-of-the-mill products because I enjoy being  
      original.   
03. I actively seek to develop my personal uniqueness by buying special products or brands. 
04. Having an eye for products that are interesting and unusual assists me in establishing a    
      distinctive image.  	
	
 
Unpopular choice dimension: 
05. When it comes to the products I buy and the situations in which I use them, I have broken  
      customs and rules.  
06. I have often violated the understood rules of my social group regarding what to buy or own.  
07. I have often gone against the understood rules of my social group regarding when and how certain  
      products are properly used.  
08. I enjoy challenging the prevailing taste of people I know by buying something they would not  
      seem to accept.  
 
 
Avoidance of similarity dimension:  
09. When a product I own becomes popular among the general population, I begin to use it less.  
10. I often try to avoid products or brands that I know are bought by the general population.  
11. As a rule, I dislike products or brands that are customarily bought by everyone. 	
12. The more commonplace a product or brand is among the general population, the less interested I  
      am in buying it.  
 
 
 
3.5 MATERIALS 
3.5.1 Questionnaire  
            In studies 1A and 1B of this thesis, a 6-page questionnaire was distributed to 
participants. The questionnaire (see Appendix A, section 1) consists of five parts and includes, 
with the exception of three close-ended questions, exclusively questions to be answered on 
Likert scales (Likert, 1932; see Figure 3-5 for an example). Following the authors of the self-
response scales (e.g., Singelis, 1994) and guidelines for questionnaire design (Krosnick & 
Presser, 2010), scales of intermediate length with seven points were chosen for the 
questionnaire. The seven-point scale includes a neutral point, as research indicates that scales 
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without a neutral point force respondents to choose a response, which may lead to respondent 
irritation and can increase non-response bias (Burns & Grove, 1997). In addition, findings of 
research exploring the relation between number of scale points and reliability indicate that 
intermediate Likert-scale lengths (i.e., five to seven points) are optimal. For example, Givon 
and Shapira (1984) report considerable improvements in item reliability when moving from 
two-point scales toward seven-point scales. However, the increase in reliability was found to 
be minimal for scales with more than seven points. 
 
Figure 3-5: Examples of questionnaire items 
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1. I have a special bond with the brands that I like. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I consider my favorite brands to be a part of myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I often feel a personal connection between my brands and 
me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
            The questionnaire begins with a brief introduction to the research project, the 
informed consent form, and demographic questions. Research by Teclaw, Price, and Osatuke 
(2010) indicates that demographic questions at the beginning of the questionnaire yield higher 
response rates than demographic questions at the end of the questionnaire. Accordingly, all 
demographic questions about nationality, age, gender, place of residence (city name),
occupation, and academic discipline (major/minor), were placed at the beginning of the 
questionnaire in the present research. An additional question addresses respondents’ potential 
long-term exposure to other cultures while spending a significant time living abroad (i.e., for 
a period of at least one year). This set of demographic questions serves to measure 
background variables, in particular socio-economic covariates. As Braun and Mohler (2003)
point out, these background variables help to identify spurious correlations and provide the 
backbone of statistical analyses in cross-cultural, comparative survey research.  
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            The first part of the questionnaire consists of a control question that helps to 
investigate respondents’ knowledge about luxury brands. It examines in particular if 
participants are aware of the fact that luxury brands are inextricably linked to status and 
prestige in contrast to high street brands and counterfeit products (Figure 3-6). It should be 
noted that none of the participants was excluded from the study based on their answers to the 
control question. 
 
Figure 3-6: Control question examining participants’ knowledge of luxury brands and high 
street brands 
 
Part 1: Please complete the following three statements by inserting one of the numbers 
below. Each term is used only once.  
1 – High street brands (e.g., Uniqlo, Zara, H&M, Topshop) 
2 – Luxury brands 
3 – Counterfeit  
4 – Inconspicuous  
5 – Conspicuous  
 
__________ are brands for which the mere use or display brings prestige on the owner, apart from any 
functional utility. 
 
__________ products have the brand’s visible marking or large logo to ensure observers recognize the 
brand.  
 
__________ products discretely display the brand’s marking or logo. 
 
 
 
 
            The second part of the questionnaire consists of the 24-item Self-Construal Scale by 
Singelis (1994) as well as the 8-item Social Dominance Orientation (SDO7(S)) short-from 
scale by Ho et al. (2015). The third part of the questionnaire includes Bearden et al. (1989) 
Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence (SUSCEP) Scale (12 items) and the 5-item Status 
Consumption Scale by Eastman et al. (1999). In the fourth part of the questionnaire, 
participants are asked to fill in a modified version of Ruvio et al.’s (2008) Consumers’ Need 
for Uniqueness (CNFU-S) short-form scale (12 items). Six items for measuring consumers’ 
attitude towards customizable luxury branded versus high street branded products were added 
to the scale upon assessment by two marketing experts (Figure 3-7). Since respondents’ 
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answers to later questions can be biased by the presentation of earlier questions (order effect 
bias, Perreault, 1975), the questions of all scales are presented in randomized order. 
 
Figure 3-7: Questionnaire items examining individuals’ attitude towards product 
customization
13. I am willing to pay more for a customized, truly unique 
product of a high street brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. When customizing the design of a product from a high 
street brand, I prefer making conspicuous changes instead of 
discrete changes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. As a gift for a friend or family member, I rather buy a 
product from a high street brand, that I can customize for 
him/her, instead of a standardized product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. When customizing the design of a product from a luxury 
brand, I prefer making conspicuous changes instead of 
discrete changes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I am willing to pay more for a customized, truly unique 
product of a luxury brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. As a gift for a friend or family member, I rather buy a 
product from a luxury brand, that I can customize for 
him/her, instead of a standardized product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
            The questionnaire finishes with the 8-item Brand Engagement in Self-Concept (BESC) 
Scale by Sprott et al. (2009) and two open-ended questions. The first question asks 
respondents to write down the name of their favorite brand(s). This question aims at 
encouraging participants to think about important brands in their life, before answering the 
questions of the BESC Scale. The second question – which is the final question of the 
questionnaire – serves as another control question for identifying participants who are aware 
of the study’s purpose and thus prone to response biases. It reads: ‘In your opinion, what is 
this research about?’ (see Appendix A, section 1). On the last page of the questionnaire, 
participants interested in contributing to the second study (i.e., studies 2A and 2B involving 
in-depth interviews) are invited to provide their email address. 
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3.5.2 Interview topic guide 
            Prior to studies 2A and 2B, a topic guide was developed that guides the exploration of 
participants’ attitude towards product design customization and their perception of 
customizable branded fashion products (see Appendix B, section 1). Besides outlining 
questions for semi-structured interviews, the topic guide provides guidance for the interviewer 
to direct the conversation towards topics and issues relevant to the present research. Key to 
semi-structured interviewing is to guide the participant within open-ended questions while 
letting the participant’s narrative unfold (Galletta, 2013). Following Galletta (2013), who 
points out that “every interview question should be clearly connected to the purpose of the 
research” (p. 45), each question of the topic guide aims to contribute to the in-depth 
exploration of consumers’ attitudes and perceptions of customizable branded fashion 
products. It contains 20 open-ended questions, i.e., three introductory questions and 17 main 
questions. Introductory questions are rather general and serve as a ‘warm-up’ for the main 
part of the interview, e.g., ‘Could you describe your most recent purchase and the reasons for 
buying the product?’.  
 
            As discussed in section 1.2.4 of this thesis, research on mass customization indicates 
that the customization of products helps consumers to fulfill their need for uniqueness by 
allowing them to change the design of a product according to their personal needs and taste 
(Franke & Schreier, 2008). In particular, consumers with a high general preference for unique 
products report significantly higher intentions to engage in mass customization than 
consumers low in preference for unique products (Fiore, Lee, and Kunz, 2002). Given prior 
cross-cultural research indicating that individuals with a dominant independent self-construal 
are more likely than individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal to hold 
attitudes that allow them to express uniqueness (Aaker & Schmitt, 2001), German consumers 
are more likely than Korean consumers to hold a positive attitude towards customizing the 
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design of branded fashion products. To investigate cross-cultural differences in attitude 
towards product design customization, the topic guide includes interview questions, such as 
‘What do you think about purchasing products that you can customize before the purchase?’, 
‘Could you describe for what reasons you would customize a product?’, and ‘Could you 
describe what you would do and feel if you were given the opportunity to customize a product 
without no additional costs?’. The latter question is accompanied by two pictures of 
customizable shoes that are given to participants for illustrative purposes (see Appendix B, 
section 4). Moreover, the topic guide also includes questions that address participants’ prior 
experiences with product design customization, e.g., ‘Could you describe why and where you 
purchased a customized product?’.  
 
            Given findings of cross-cultural research by Song and Fiore (2008), German 
consumers may perceive customized products as more valuable than standard products, 
because they tend to value the unique design of customized products. In contrast, Korean 
consumers might not perceive customized products as more valuable than standard products, 
as they do not value uniqueness in product design. To investigate whether German and 
Korean consumers differ in their perception of customized branded fashion products, the 
interview topic guide includes the questions ‘Could you describe what a customized product 
of your favorite brand might mean to you in comparison to a standardized product?’ and 
‘Could you describe in which cases you would be willing to pay more for a customizable 
product than for a standardized product?’. Moreover, further interview questions address 
participants’ preferences when customizing the design of a product, e.g., ‘Would you prefer 
customizing the design of a product on the brand’s website or in designated stores? Please 
describe.’, ‘Can you describe how you would customize the design of a fashion branded 
product?’, ‘What do you think of personalizing the product by having your name or initials 
engraved or imprinted?’, and ‘What do you think of customizing a product by choosing 
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material of superior quality?’. Customization preferences may reveal the extent to which 
Korean and German consumers differ in their need for unique customized products. 
Specifically, following Han, Nunes, and Drèze’s (2010) research, consumers may differ in 
their preferences for conspicuous versus inconspicuous changes in product design. Some 
consumers might prefer to customize the design of fashion products in a conspicuous way, as 
they aim to purchase a unique product (e.g., by choosing a rare and eye-catching color). In 
contrast, other consumers might prefer to customize the design of fashion products in an 
inconspicuous way, as they do not value uniqueness in product design (e.g., by adding a small 
engraving that is not visible to others). In addition, to explore how customization preferences 
are linked to the use of customized products as signals of self-identities, the topic guide 
includes questions that address participants’ concern with other people’s perceptions of them 
and the maintenance of their status and ‘face’ (Yim et al., 2014; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998), e.g., 
‘What do you think others might think about you if you were wearing a customized item of a 
high street brand?’, and ‘Would you purchase a customized product of a luxury brand that 
clearly differs from the standardized version that other people possess?’. 
 
            After inviting the participant to express final thoughts about the interview (‘We 
discussed a broad range of questions concerning the customization of branded products. Are 
there any aspects that we have not covered yet?’), participants are asked two demographic 
questions addressing their age and occupation (‘How old are you?’ and ‘What is your 
occupation?’). Lastly, the topic guide provides guidance for closing semi-structured in-depth 
interviews and for debriefing participants. 
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3.5.3 Pretests 
            Prior to the survey studies 1A and 1B, pretests involving five Korean and five German 
undergraduate students were conducted to assess the quality of the translated questionnaire. 
The number of participants was not determined a priori, as the pretest is qualitative in nature. 
Respondents filled in the questionnaire independently and were asked to provide feedback 
about the clarity of instructions, questions and item responses in a discussion with the author 
of the thesis. As the feedback of respondents was very similar in nature and comments 
concerned only minor changes in the questionnaire that did not concern the content, but the 
translation of specific words, no more than five Korean and five German participants were 
recruited for the pretest. Subject of discussion with German participants of the pretest was for 
instance the translation of the item “When it comes to the products I buy and the situations in 
which I use them, I have broken customs and rules” (see CNFU-S Scale, section 3.4.7). The 
initial German translation of the item included the word ‘unorthodox’ (in English: off-the-
wall). One of the pretest participants argued that the word ‘unorthodox’ should be replaced by 
an equivalent that is more commonly used and thus better to understand, namely 
‘unkonventionell’ (in English: offbeat). Thus, ‘unorthodox’ was replaced by 
‘unkonventionell’ in the item of the questionnaire. 
 
            Pretests were also conducted prior to semi-structured in-depth interviews in studies 2A 
and 2B. Two Korean and two German undergraduate students were asked to assess the 
questions of the interview topic guide in terms of clarity and coherence. As in the pretests for 
survey studies 1A and 1B, the number of participants contributing to the pretest was not 
determined a priori, since the pretest is qualitative in nature. Since participants’ comments on 
the interview topic guide were highly similar and concerned few modifications, no more than 
two Korean and two German participants were recruited. After reviewing the topic guide 
independently, each participant of the pretest met the author of the thesis for a discussion. It 
  144 
should be noted that none of the four participants suggested to change the form or content of 
the interview questions. Instead, suggestions for modifications of the topic guide concerned 
the order of the questions only. For instance, it was suggested to ask questions about 
customization preferences rather towards the end of the interview instead of in the middle of 
it, in order to encourage participants, who lack prior experience with customizable products, 
to express their general associations and ideas about product customization first. 
 
 
3.6 DATA COLLECTION 
3.6.1 Selection of respondents  
            A great number of cross-cultural research and consumer research is based on 
convenience samples of undergraduate college students, often coming from a single 
department or school. Whether undergraduate college students are representative of 
nonstudent (e.g., adult) populations has been debated over decades in consumer research. 
Some researchers point out that college students respond differently from nonstudents in 
research studies, because “students are ‘unfinished’ personalities” (Carlson, 1971, p. 212) and 
“likely to have less-crystallized attitudes, less-formulated senses of self, stronger cognitive 
skills, stronger tendencies to comply with authority, and more unstable peer group 
relationships” (Sears, 1986, p. 515). Other researchers argue for the use of college students as 
subjects in consumer research because they are more homogeneous than nonstudents (e.g., in 
terms of demographic characteristics, questionnaire responses), translating into stronger 
hypotheses tests due to less extraneous variation (Bello, Leung, Radebaugh, Tung, & van 
Witteloostuijin, 2009). Since results of research examining differences in response 
homogeneity and effect sizes between student samples and nonstudent samples are 
inconclusive, the empirical question remains whether conclusions based on college students 
are quantitatively and qualitatively generalizable to nonstudent populations (Peterson, 2001). 
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The decisive argument in favor of using student samples in the present research comes cross-
cultural researchers who argue that the apparent homogeneity of college student samples 
makes it easier to compare different groups representing different cultures (e.g., Aaker & 
Sengupta, 2000). Still, Peterson and Merunka’s (2014) critical view is shared that caution 
must exercised when attempting to extend findings from a study involving samples of college 
students to a nonstudent (adult) population.  
 
            Following Gaskell (2000), the term ‘selecting’ is used in this work in preference to 
‘sampling’, because sampling inevitably carries connotations from quantitative studies (e.g., 
survey, opinion polls), where results from a systematic statistical sample of the population are 
generalized. The present research uses convenience samples of undergraduate students who 
were recruited from several departments of two large universities in South Korea and 
Germany. Both nonprobability (purposive) and probability selection techniques were used to 
recruit respondents. Participants of studies 1A and 1B were approached in classes, seminars, 
and university (sports) clubs by using convenience and snowball sampling procedures. Both 
nonprobability selection techniques are limited in terms of generalizability, which constitutes 
one of the methodological limitations of this research. However, it has been argued that a 
great advantage of snowball sampling is the use of “insider knowledge to maximize the 
chance that the units included in the final sample are strong (highly appropriate) cases to 
include in the study” (Kemper, Springfield, & Teddlie, 2003).  
 
            Participants of the semi-structured in-depth interviews were recruited through random 
selection (probability sampling). Each participant of studies 1A and 1B had an equal chance 
of being included in the sample for the interview by signaling his/her interest to contribute. 
Respondents were free to provide an email address after the survey allowing the researcher to 
get in touch with them for an interview. Yet, it should be noted that this probability sampling 
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technique does not prevent self-selection bias, because it is possible that only certain (e.g., 
highly intrinsically motivated) respondents contribute to the second study. In line with 
Matsumoto (2009), who emphasizes that cross-cultural researchers should avoid any 
recruitment procedures involving perceived or actual coercion to participate in the research, 
all respondents contributed on a purely voluntary basis, i.e., without remuneration.  
 
 
3.6.2 Sample size 
            Sample size of the two quantitative studies (studies 1A and 1B) were estimated 
following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. A priori analysis is an efficient means to control 
statistical power before a study is actually conducted. G*Power 3 allows to conduct precise a 
priori power analyses where the minimum sample size N is computed as a function of the 
significance level and the effect size that are specified by the user (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & 
Buchner, 2007). A sample size (Nestimate = 76) was calculated that allows to detect large effect 
sizes (f	= 0.40) in an analysis of covariance. Parameters used to calculate the sample size were 
statistical power (set to 0.80) and type I error level (set to 0.05). Thus, the author of the thesis 
started the two quantitative studies 1A and 1B with the aim of collecting at least 76 
questionnaires in each cultural sample. As it will be further discussed in sections 4.1.1 and 
4.2.1 of this thesis, the number of participants contributing to survey studies 1A and 1B was 
significantly higher (study 1A n = 103; study 1B n = 100), exceeding the author’s 
expectations.  
 
            As Gaskell (2000) notes, the selection of sample size in qualitative research cannot 
follow the procedures of quantitative research, since “all things being equal, more interviews 
do not necessarily imply better quality or more detailed understanding” (p. 40). He points out 
that the purpose of qualitative research is not to count opinions, but to explore a range of 
  147 
different opinions on a given issue. Due to a limited number of different views on a specific 
issue across individual minds as well as due to the “issue of the size of the corpus to be 
analyzed” (Gaskell, 2000, p. 43), there is an upper limit to the number of interviews. 
Consequently, the sample size of the semi-structured interviews emerged from the data 
collection process and was not determined a priori. Yet, as it will be further discussed in 
sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.1 of this thesis, theoretical saturation was achieved at a number of 10 
participants in each cultural sample. 
  
 
3.6.3 Ethics 
            The present research follows the ‘Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of 
Conduct’ published by the American Psychological Association (APA, 2010). Written 
informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to the survey and the semi-
structured in-depth interviews. The participants were fully informed about the implications of 
the study, such as the study’s purpose, procedure, duration, potential benefits and risks, their 
right to withdraw, and the confidential treatment of collected data (see consent forms in 
Appendices A and B). Consent forms prior to interviews also asked participants for consent to 
record audio the interview. In order to avoid any effects on participants’ responses, the 
purpose of the research was vaguely described. Participants were also provided information 
for contacting the author of the thesis in case of questions. Yet, it should be noted that none of 
the participants got in touch for questions or further information.  
 
            Sieber and Tolich (2013) emphasize that consent forms must use terminology and 
concepts that the subjects understand, in order to gain participants’ trust. Since the researcher 
may be viewed by participants as an ‘outsider’ to the local culture (e.g., Lincoln & Guba, 
1985), the process of building trust is likely to be even more delicate in cross-cultural 
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research. In addition, the barrier for participants contributing to face-to-face semi-structured 
interviews is likely to be higher than for participants contributing to survey research. Thus, 
content forms were not merely translated into the target languages, but also pretested by 
cultural informants in terms of their cultural appropriateness (Matsumoto, 2006). For instance, 
a topic of discussion between the author of the thesis and her Korean informants – 
participants who contributed to the pretests – was which type of formal or informal speech 
should be used for addressing participants of the studies. Since the Korean language has a 
complex system of seven speech levels, which are used to show respect towards the reader or 
interlocutor, the adequate speech level was chosen upon discussion with Korean informants. 
 
            Moreover, an important ethical issue unique to cross-cultural research should be 
addressed at this point. Matsumoto (2009) notes that one of the biggest ethical dilemmas of 
cross-cultural research is the potential that findings are often used to “vindicate powerful 
stereotypes about cultural groups” (p. 324), instead of testing the accuracy of stereotypes. 
“Vindication refers to researchers’ ignorance of such stereotypes” (p. 324), which leads to a 
lack of awareness that these stereotypes may influence their decisions and interpretations of 
findings unconsciously. For instance, when differences between two groups are found, cross-
cultural researchers typically conclude that “those differences have a cultural, racial, or ethnic 
source” (p. 324), when there are in fact many ways in which the two countries or ethnic 
groups could differ. The problem that occurs when researchers attribute the source of 
differences to culture without convincingly justifying this claim based on empirical evidence 
is called ‘cultural attribution fallacy’ (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). This potential limitation, 
which undoubtedly leads to stereotypical findings, is also relevant for this research. It exists 
on the one hand due to the way cultures are sampled (e.g., country, ethnic groups) and on the 
other hand because cross-cultural studies mostly involve comparisons of two groups 
(Matsumoto, 2009). Thus, inferences about cultural effects that may lead to differences in 
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consumer behavior are made with caution and based on both quantitative and qualitative 
empirical findings. 
 
 
3.7 CONCLUSION 
            As outlined in chapter 3, the purpose of this research is twofold. First, it aims at 
contributing to consumer research by investigating cross-cultural differences in self-brand 
connections (i.e., in brand engagement in self-concept), consumers’ use of brands as signals, 
as well as consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded products. Second, it is to 
contribute to the advancement of cross-cultural research by including the construct of social 
dominance orientation as an alternate to the vertical/horizontal dimension of individualism 
and collectivism. By taking a mixed-methods approach, this research tests both prior 
theorizing and explores aspects of consumer behavior that have not been examined in 
previous research, i.e., cross-cultural differences in consumers’ attitude towards customizable 
branded products. The following chapters present qualitative research (chapter 4) and 
quantitative research (chapter 5) conducted in South Korea and Germany as well as the 
general discussion of findings (chapter 6). 
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CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH (SURVEYS) 
            This chapter reports quantitative research (surveys) consisting of two parts: study 1A 
has been conducted over the course of four months in 2016 in South Korea, whereas study 1B 
has been conducted over the course of five months in 2016/2017 in Germany. The chapter 
aims at providing insights into Korean consumers’ and German consumers’ cultural 
orientation (as measured in self-construal and social dominance orientation), their use of 
brands as signals of self-identities, their self-brand connections, as well as their general 
attitude towards customizing branded fashion products. Study 1A and 1B provide empirical 
evidence relevant to research hypotheses 8 to 15. After analyzing and discussing findings of
studies 1A and 1B separately (sections 4.1.5 and 4.2.5), the two datasets are combined to 
examine the extent to which the cultural samples differ in terms of attitude towards and 
perception of customizable branded fashion products. Upon the discussion of findings from 
cross-cultural analyses (section 4.3.4), the chapter closes with a summary of the most 
important findings and their implications for the marketing literature (section 4.4).
 
 
4.1 STUDY 1A – SOUTH KOREA 
4.1.1 Participants 
             103 Korean students from two large metropolitan universities in Seoul, South Korea, 
participated in the survey. Participants were approached in seminars as well as via university 
clubs and societies on the campus. As described in section 3.6.1 of this thesis, convenience
and snowball sampling procedures were used to recruit participants for the Korean sample. 
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4.1.2 Procedure 
            Upon giving their informed consent, participants filled in the 6-page paper-and-pencil 
questionnaire in their native language (see Appendix A, section 2). Following 
recommendations for cross-cultural survey research by Couper and de Leeuw (2003), it was 
ensured that respondents answered the questionnaire without time pressure or distraction by 
other students in a quiet room on campus. The completion of the questionnaire took 10 
minutes on average and all participants were debriefed and thanked afterwards. 
 
 
4.1.3 Results of preliminary analyses  
4.1.3.1 The sample 
            Questionnaires of all 103 South Korean undergraduate students (n = 103) were 
included in subsequent analyses. Gender distribution was found to be almost even in the 
sample (nfemale = 52, nmale = 51), providing a gender-balanced view on cross-cultural 
differences in self-brand connections and consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-
identities (see purpose of the present research, section 3.1.1). The youngest respondent was 18 
old and the oldest respondent was 28 years old at the point of study (mean age: M = 22.86, SD 
= 2.87). Analyses of the data collected through the two control questions indicate that i) all 
participants have some basic knowledge about brands, in particular about differences between 
high street brands and luxury brands (percentage of participants answering control question 1 
correctly: 100%), and ii) none of the participants was aware of the purpose of the study while 
completing the questionnaire (percentage of participants answering control question 2 
correctly: 0%).  
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4.1.3.2 Test for common method bias 
            All scale items (75 in total, no missing data) were checked for common method bias 
using Harman’s single factor test in SPSS Statistics Version 24 for Mac OS X. Results of 
Harman’s single factor test revealed that 18,15% of the variance is explained by a single 
factor. Since the variance explained by a single factor is less than 50%, the data set from 
study 1A does not suffer from common method bias.  
 
 
4.1.3.3 Scale reliability  
              Internal consistency of the six scales was checked by conducting reliability analyses 
in SPSS Statistics. Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale are provided below. As reliability 
coefficients indicate (Table 4-1), all used scales show good reliability (α > .70), including 
those scales that had not been tested in non-Western samples before (i.e., BESC Scale, 
SDO7(s) Scale, SUSCEP Scale). Of all scales that were used in the present study, the BESC 
Scale turned out to have the highest reliability (α = .948). 
 
Table 4-1: Study 1A, results of reliability analyses  
Scale Construct Cronbach’s alpha 
Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 
1994)
independence .774 
interdependence .714 
SDO7(S) Scale (Ho et al., 2015) social dominance orientation .772 
SUSCEP Scale (Bearden et al., 
1989) 
consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence 
.840 
Status Consumption Scale 
(Eastman et al., 1999) 
status consumption .768 
CNFU-S Scale (Ruvio et al., 
2008) 
consumer need for uniqueness  .870 
positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products 
(additional items) 
.704 
BESC Scale (Sprott et al., 
2009) 
brand engagement in self-
concept 
.948 
 
            It should be noted that both subscales of the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994) 
show reasonable reliabilities in the Korean sample (Cronbach’s alpha of the independence 
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subscale: α = .77; Cronbach’s alpha of the interdependence subscale α = .71). This result 
contrasts with findings of research by Lu et al. (2001), who report poor reliabilities for both 
subscales after administering the SCS in a Chinese sample. Instead, results of the present 
research are in line with findings by Aaker and Schmitt (2001), who provide empirical 
evidence for good reliability for both subscales of the SCS in East Asian samples. 
 
 
4.1.3.4 Descriptive statistics 
            Descriptive analyses reveal that Korean participants score slightly higher on 
independence in self-construal (M = 4.66, SD = .76) than on interdependence in self-construal 
(M = 4.53, SD = .66). They also score higher on preference for group-based hierarchy and 
inequality (SDO), i.e., on SDO pro-trait subdimensions (M = 3.79, SD = 1.14), than on 
preference for group-based egalitarianism and equality, i.e., on SDO con-trait subdimensions 
(M = 2.44, SD = .91). Specifically, Koreans score higher on SDO pro dominance (M = 3.37, 
SD = 1.38) than on SDO con dominance (M = 2.11, SD = 1.03) and higher on SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism (M = 4.21, SD = 1.31) than on SDO con antiegalitarianism (M = 2.77, SD = 
1.08). Further descriptive results are provided in Table 4-2.  
 
Table 4-2: Study 1A, results of descriptive analyses  
Construct Minimum Maximum Mean  Std. 
Deviation 
Mean (sum 
scores) 
interdependence 
 
  2.33   6.00   4.53      .662 54.53 
independence 
 
  2.58   6.17   4.66      .756 55.92 
SDO (pro-trait 
subdimensions) 
  1   6   3.79   1.141 15.17 
SDO (con-trait 
subdimensions) 
  1   5.5   2.44     .912   9.77 
SDO pro dominance 
 
  1   6   3.37      1.380   6.75 
SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism
  1   7   4.21       1.311   8.43 
SDO con dominance   1   5   2.11       1.026   4.22 
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SDO con 
antiegalitarianism 
  1   6   2.77   1.081   5.54 
SUSCEP 
 
  1.69   5.94   3.76     .926 42.45 
SUSCEP normative 
influence 
  1.13   5.88   3.09   1.092 24.76 
SUSCEP informational 
influence 
  1.75   7   4.43   1.169 17.69 
status consumption
 
1.20 6 3.28 1.213 16.40
CNFU 
 
  1.92   6.17   3.66     .972 43.71 
CNFU creative choice 
 
  1.25   6.5   3.85   1.260 15.41 
CNFU unpopular 
choice
  2   6   3.82     .957 15.21 
CNFU avoidance of 
similarity 
  1   6.25   3.32   1.330 13.09 
BESC 
 
  1   5.75   2.81   1.299 22.51 
positive attitude 
towards customizable 
branded products
  1.17   5.83   3.54     .910 21.20 
valid N (listwise) 103     
 
 
 
4.1.4 Results of detailed analyses 
4.1.4.1 Correlation analyses 
            A bivariate Pearson correlation analysis was conducted in SPSS Statistics to 
investigate associations between the key constructs. Results of the analysis provide support 
for all hypothesized associations between the key constructs. Magnitudes of correlation 
coefficients are interpreted following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. Results indicate a moderate 
positive correlation between interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) and consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) (r = .35, p < .01), providing support for 
Hypothesis 8 (H8). It should be noted that the magnitude of the positive correlation between 
the normative dimension of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) and 
interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) is even larger (r = .36, p < .01). A small positive 
correlation between interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) and social dominance 
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orientation (SDO) supports Hypothesis 9 (H9) (r = .23, p < .05). In addition, Hypothesis 10 
(H10) is supported by a small positive correlation between SDO and SUSCEP (r = .23, p 
< .05). Results also indicate a large positive correlation between SUSCEP and status 
consumption (STATUS) (r = .54, p < .01), which supports Hypothesis 11 (H11). Moreover, 
Hypothesis 12 (H12) is supported by a large positive correlation (r = .54, p < .01), between 
status consumption (STATUS) and brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). There is also a 
moderate positive correlation between independence in self-construal (IND) and consumer 
need for uniqueness (CNFU) (r = .39, p < .01), which provides support for Hypothesis 13 
(H13). In addition, a moderate positive correlation (r = .40, p < .01) between CNFU and 
positive attitude towards customizable branded products (CUSTOM) provides support for 
Hypothesis 14 (H14). Results also indicate a moderate positive correlation between the 
constructs of positive attitude towards customizable branded products (CUSTOM) and brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC) (r = .45, p < .01). An overview of all bivariate 
correlations is provided in Table 4-3.  
 
Table 4-3: Study 1A, correlation matrix (Pearson correlations) 
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
1. INTERD         
2. IND -.106        
3. SDO (pro dim.) .228* -.049       
4. SUSCEP .352** -.022 .229*      
5. SUSCEP norm .359** -.017 .242* .924**     
6. STATUS .177 -.002 .282** .536** .603**     
7. CNFU -.143 .392** -.085 .267** .278** .237*    
8. BESC .112 .123 .101 .587** .648** .533** .585**   
9. CUSTOM .047 .194* .119 .308** .282** .378** .395** .446**  
INTERD = interdependence, IND = independence, SUSCEP norm = normative dimension of 
consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence, STATUS = status consumption, CUSTOM =
positive attitude towards customizable branded products  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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4.1.4.2 Structural equation modeling
             In addition, the proposed conceptual model was tested in the sample of Korean 
participants, using structural equation modeling (SEM). Path analyses in SPSS Amos 24 for 
Windows were conducted to test whether the proposed conceptual model fits the data. The fit 
of structural models was assessed following guidelines by Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, 
and Müller (2003), and by Hoe (2008). Results of the analysis indicate that the proposed 
conceptual model does not fit the data well [χ2/(df 20) = 85.846, p = .000, χ2/df = 4.292; GFI 
= .836, NFI = .612, CFI = .659; IFI = .672, TLI = .522, RMSEA = .180; see Appendix D, 
section 1 for an overview of all results]. Accordingly, further path analyses were conducted, 
which also account for subdimensions of the examined key constructs (e.g., SUSCEP 
normative influence, SDO pro dominance, CNFU avoidance of similarity). A single structural 
model emerged from path analyses that fits the data well [χ2/(df 15) = 12.856, p = .613, χ2/df 
= .856; GFI = .97, NFI = .947, CFI = 1.000; IFI = 1.009, TLI = 1.019, RMSEA = .000; see 
Appendix D, section 2]. 
 
Figure 4-1: Study 1A, the structural model 
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            The structural model includes several paths that are not included in the proposed 
conceptual model (see Figure 4-1). In particular, results of SEM indicate that interdependence 
in self-construal (INTERD) is negatively related to consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) in 
the Korean sample. In addition, the normative dimension of susceptibility to interpersonal 
influence (SUSCEP norm) as well as the pro dominance dimension of social dominance 
orientation (SDO pro DOM) turned out to provide a better fit with the data than the overall 
measurement of the consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) construct 
and the social dominance orientation (SDO) construct. Table 4-4 provides a summary of the 
structural model.  
 
Table 4-4: Study 1B, summary of the structural model  
Model fit statistics Results Indices of good fit 
χ2 12.856  
p .613 > .05 
Degrees of freedom (df) 15  
χ2/df .857 < 3 
GFI .97 > .90 
NFI .947 > .90 
CFI 1.000 > .95 
IFI 1.009 > .95 
TLI 1.019 > .95 
RMSEA .000 < .05
 
Relationships Standardized 
ML estimate
Significance Hypothesis 
supported
INTERD -> SUSCEP normative 
influence 
 .361  *** Yes (H8) 
INTERD -> SDO pro dominance 
 
 .271 .005 Yes (H9) 
IND -> SUSCEP normative 
influence 
 .021 .816  
IND -> CNFU 
 
 .375  *** Yes (H13) 
INTER -> CNFU 
 
-.237 .009  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
CNFU 
 .372  ***  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
STATUS 
 .588  *** Yes (H11) 
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
BESC 
 .424  ***  
SDO pro dominance -> STATUS 
 
 .077 .334  
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STATUS -> BESC 
 
 .177 .021 Yes (H12) 
CNFU -> BESC  .425  ***  
CNFU -> CUSTOM 
 
 .325  *** Yes (H14) 
STATUS -> CUSTOM 
 
 .302  ***  
 
 
            As Table 4-4 shows, results of structural equation modeling provide support for all 
hypothesized construct relationships, except for the hypothesized positive relationship 
between SDO and susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10), as well as the hypothesized 
positive relationship between positive attitude towards customizable branded products and 
BESC (H15). In particular, results indicate that interdependence in self-construal is positively 
related to SDO pro dominance (supporting H9) and the normative dimension of SUSCEP 
(supporting H8). As hypothesized, the normative dimension of SUSCEP is positively related 
to status consumption (supporting H11), which in turn is positively associated with BESC 
(supporting H12). Independence in self-construal is positively related to consumer need for 
uniqueness (providing support for H13), which in turn relates positively to positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products (supporting H14).  
 
 
4.1.5 Discussion of results 
            Results of study 1A show that Koreans score on average higher on preference for 
group-based hierarchy and inequality (i.e., SDO pro dominance and SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism, in short SDO) than on preference for group-based egalitarianism and 
equality (i.e., SDO con dominance and SDO con antiegalitarianism), which confirms prior 
theorizing on the acceptance of unequal power distributions and social inequality in East Asia. 
Specifically, these findings are in line with Hofstede (1984, 2001), who reports high national 
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scores on power distance for South Korea, as well as with studies showing that East Asian 
cultures achieve high scores on the vertical dimension of collectivism, reflecting an emphasis 
on social hierarchies (e.g., Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).  
 
            In addition, results show that Koreans score on average slightly higher on 
independence in self-construal than on interdependence in self-construal. These findings 
contrast with prior theorizing on collectivistic East Asian cultures where most individuals are 
assumed to have a dominant interdependent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; 
Singelis, 1994). It should be noted however that these results may be due to the use of a 
student sample. Prior research revealed that students in collectivistic cultures are likely to be 
more independent than other individuals of the general population because the academic 
environment fosters self-achievement and competition (e.g., Matsumoto et al., 1996; Han & 
Ahn, 1994).   
 
            Pearson correlations of study 1A provide support for all hypothesized relationships 
between the key constructs. In particular, the large correlation between the normative 
dimension of susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) and status consumption is in 
line with prior research indicating that East Asian consumers are likely to engage in status 
consumption, as they are particularly concerned with other people’s perceptions of them and 
the maintenance of their status and ‘face’ (Yim et al., 2014; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998). The 
large positive correlation between status consumption and brand engagement in self-concept 
(BESC) also provides support for the hypothesized relationship between the two constructs 
and is in line with prior theorizing on status goods as highly symbolic and identity-relevant 
products (e.g., Hennigs et al., 2012).  
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            To test whether the conceptual model fits the data of the Korean sample, structural 
equation modeling was performed. Six out of eight hypothesized relationships between the 
key constructs are supported by results of structural equation modeling (i.e., hypotheses 8, 9, 
11, 12, 13, 14). Specifically, social dominance orientation was not found to be positively 
related to susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10), and positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products was not found to be positively related to brand engagement in 
self-concept (H15). It should be noted that results of structural equation modeling indicate 
that interdependence in self-construal is negatively related to consumer need for uniqueness. 
This result is of particular interest, as it provides support for prior research showing that East 
Asians, who have a dominant interdependent self-construal, tend to value conformity over 
uniqueness in consumption (see Kim & Markus, 1999; Aaker & Schmitt, 2001).  
 
            Overall, results of structural equation modeling indicate that SDO (i.e., the SDO pro 
dominance dimension) mediates the influence of interdependent self-construal on status 
consumption. This corresponds with findings of research by Yim et al. (2014), which 
demonstrates that liking for luxury brands is predicted by the vertical dimension of 
individualism/collectivism. In line with empirical research by Kastanakis and Balabanis 
(2014), susceptibility to normative influence was found to mediate the influence of self-
construal type on status consumption. In addition, results of structural equation modeling 
show that consumer need for uniqueness mediates the influence of independent self-construal 
both on positive attitude towards customizable branded products and on brand engagement in 
self-concept (BESC). This finding is in line with findings of empirical research by Aaker and 
Schmitt (2001), which indicate that consumers’ uniqueness seeking is linked to consumer 
innovativeness and self-expression. It should be noted that this finding also offers a new 
perspective on the construct of brand engagement in self-concept (BESC), which has not yet 
been linked to consumer need for uniqueness in prior theorizing and research.  
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4.2 STUDY 1B – GERMANY  
4.2.1 Participants 
            100 German students from two large metropolitan universities in Munich and in 
Hamburg, Germany, contributed to the survey. The questionnaire was distributed to students 
at the end of lectures and seminars. As described in section 3.6.1 of this thesis, convenience 
and snowball sampling procedures were used to recruit participants for the German sample. 
 
 
4.2.2 Procedure 
            The procedure was identical to the procedure of study 1A. Upon giving their informed 
consent, participants filled in the paper-and-pencil questionnaire in their native language (see 
Appendix A, section 3). Respondents answered the questionnaire without time pressure or 
distraction by other students in a quiet lecture room or seminar room on campus. The 
completion of the questionnaire took participants 10 minutes on average and they were all 
debriefed and thanked at the end of the study. 
 
 
4.2.3 Results of preliminary analyses  
4.2.3.1 The sample 
            Questionnaires of all 100 German undergraduate students (n = 100) were included in 
subsequent analyses. Gender distribution in the sample is close to even (nfemale = 59, nmale = 
41), providing a gender-balanced view on cross-cultural differences in self-brand connections 
and consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities (see purpose of the present research, 
section 3.1.1). While the youngest respondent was 19 years old, the oldest respondent was 28 
years old at the point of study (mean age: M = 22.88, SD = 1.99). As in study 1A, analyses of 
data collected through two control questions show that i) all participants have some basic 
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knowledge about brands, in particular about differences between high street brands and 
luxury brands (percentage of participants answering control question 1 correctly: 100%), and 
ii) none of the participants was aware of the purpose of the study while completing the 
questionnaire (percentage of participants answering control question 2 correctly: 0%). 
 
 
4.2.3.2 Test for common method bias 
            As in study 1A, all scale items (75 in total, no missing data) were checked for 
common method bias using Harman’s single factor test in SPSS Statistics. Results of 
Harman’s single factor test indicate that 16,06% of the variance is explained by a single 
factor. Since the variance explained by a single factor is less than 50%, the data of study 1B 
does not suffer from common method bias.  
 
 
4.2.3.3 Scale reliability  
            Internal consistency of the six scales was checked by conducting reliability analyses in 
SPSS Statistics. Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale are provided below. The reliability 
coefficients indicate that internal consistency of all scales is acceptable (alpha > .70), except 
for the subscale measuring interdependence in self-construal (α = .652; see Table 4-5). This 
result is in line with research by Lu et al. (2001), who report satisfactory reliability for the 
independence subscale, but poor reliability for the interdependence subscale in a sample of 
British participants. Acceptable reliability of the interdependence subscale was achieved in 
the present research when item 12 (‘I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I’m not 
happy with the group’) was deleted (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Moreover, it should be noted 
that the BESC Scale shows better reliability (α = .928) than all other scales that were 
administered in the present study.  
  163 
Table 4-5: Study 1B, results of reliability analyses 
Scale Construct Cronbach’s alpha 
Self-Construal Scale 
(Singelis, 1994) 
independence .727 
interdependence .652 
SDO7(S) Scale (Ho et al., 
2015) 
social dominance orientation .761 
SUSCEP Scale (Bearden et 
al., 1989) 
consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence 
.869 
Status Consumption Scale 
(Eastman et al., 1999) 
status consumption .866 
CNFU-S Scale (Ruvio et al., 
2008) 
consumer need for 
uniqueness  
.856 
positive attitude towards 
customizable branded 
products (additional items) 
.754 
BESC Scale (Sprott et al., 
2009) 
brand engagement in self-
concept 
.928 
 
 
4.2.3.4 Descriptive statistics 
            Descriptive analyses revealed that German participants score on average higher on 
independence in self-construal (M = 5.08, SD = .65) than on interdependence in self-construal
(M = 4.44, SD = .61). In addition, they score higher on preference for group-based 
egalitarianism and equality (i.e., SDO con dimensions; M = 5.57, SD = .94) than on 
preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality (i.e., SDO pro-trait subdimensions; M = 
3.47, SD = 1.21). Specifically, German participants not only score higher on SDO con 
dominance (M = 5.46, SD = 1.12) than on SDO pro dominance (M = 3.57, SD = 1.43), but
they also score higher on SDO con antiegalitarianism (M = 5.69, SD = 1.09) than on SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism (M = 3.45, SD = 1.24). An overview of all descriptive results is provided in 
Table 4-6.
 
Table 4-6: Study 1B, results of descriptive analyses  
Construct Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Mean (sum 
scores) 
interdependence   2.75     5.92   4.44     .612 53.29 
independence   2.42     6.50   5.08     .654 60.98 
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SDO (pro-trait 
subdimensions) 
    .50     7   3.47   1.205 14.03 
SDO (con-trait 
subdimensions) 
  1.75     7   5.57     .938 22.29 
 
SDO pro dominance 
 
  1     7   3.57   1.431   7.13 
SDO con dominance 
 
  2     7   5.46   1.119 10.91 
SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism 
  1     7   3.45   1.244  6.90 
SDO con 
antiegalitarianism 
  1.5     7   5.69   1.089 11.38 
SUSCEP 
 
  1.13     5.8   3.10     .932 34.85 
SUSCEP normative 
influence 
  1     5   2.51   1.043 20.11 
SUSCEP informational 
influence 
  1     6.5   3.69   1.148 14.74 
status consumption 
 
  1     6.2   3.38   1.314 16.91 
CNFU 
 
  1.25     6.5   3.55     .939 42.63 
CNFU creative choice 
 
  1     7   3.60   1.312 14.38 
CNFU unpopular 
choice 
  1     7   3.58   1.086 14.33 
CNFU avoidance of 
similarity 
  1   15   3.59   1.648 13.92 
BESC 
 
  1     6.25   3.36   1.301 26.89 
positive attitude 
towards customizable 
branded products 
  1     6.33   3.56   1.043 21.39 
valid N (listwise) 100     
 
 
 
4.2.4 Results of detailed analyses 
4.2.4.1 Correlation analyses 
            As in study 1A, a bivariate Pearson correlation analysis was conducted in SPSS 
Statistics to investigate associations between the key constructs. Results provide support for 
six out of eight hypothesized associations between the key constructs. Magnitudes of 
correlation coefficients are interpreted according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. A weak 
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positive correlation (r = .30, p < .01) between interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) 
and consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) provides support for 
Hypothesis 8 (H8). In the same vein, a weak positive correlation between independence in 
self-construal (IND) and consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) was found s (r = .17, p < .05), 
providing support for Hypothesis 13 (H13). Yet, the hypothesized positive relationship (H9) 
between interdependence in self-construal (INTERD) and social dominance orientation (r 
= .02, p > .05), and the hypothesized positive relationship between social dominance 
orientation and susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10) turned out to be not significant 
(r = .15, p > .05). Accordingly, Hypotheses 9 and 10 are not supported. However, a moderate 
positive correlation between consumer need for uniqueness and positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products (r = .32, p < .01) provides support for Hypothesis 14 (H14).  
 
            Moreover, a large positive correlation between consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) and status consumption provides supporting evidence for 
Hypothesis 11 (H11) (r = .59, p < .01). The correlation between the normative dimension of 
SUSCEP and status consumption was found to be even larger (r = .61, p < .01). In addition, a 
large correlation between status consumption and brand engagement in self-concept (BESC) 
provides strong evidence for Hypothesis 12 (H12) (r = .52, p < .01). Lastly, a moderate 
correlation between positive attitude towards customizable branded products and BESC 
provides support for Hypothesis 15 (H15) (r = .31, p < .01). An overview of all bivariate 
correlations is provided in Table 4-7. 
 
Table 4-7: Study 1B, correlation matrix (Pearson correlations)
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
1. INTERD         
2. IND .024        
3. SDO (pro dim.) .015 .073       
4. SUSCEP .299** -.178 .147      
5. SUSCEP norm .295** -.234* .144 .930**     
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6. STATUS .195 -.153 .212* .594** .609**     
7. CNFU .173 .169* .343** .148 .143** .120    
8. BESC .254* -.072 .118 .508** .502** .524** .258**
9. CUSTOM .126 .006 .048 .130 .131 .359** .323** .305**  
INTERD = interdependence, IND = independence, SUSCEP norm = normative dimension of 
consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence, STATUS = status consumption, CUSTOM = 
positive attitude towards customizable branded products  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
4.2.4.2 Structural equation modeling
            Moreover, path analyses in SPSS Amos 24 for Windows were conducted to test the fit 
of the proposed conceptual model in the sample of German participants. The fit of structural 
models was assessed following guidelines by Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and Müller 
(2003), and by Hoe (2008). Results of the analyses indicate that the proposed conceptual 
model does not fit the data well [χ2/(df 20) = 54.317, p = .000, χ2/df = 2.716; GFI = .885, NFI
= .653, CFI = .733; IFI = .749, TLI = .627, RMSEA = .132; see Appendix D, section 3 for an 
overview of the output of the path analysis]. A single structural model that fits the data well 
emerged from further path analyses. The structural model includes several paths that are not 
included in the proposed conceptual model (see Figure 4-2). In particular, the pro dominance 
dimension of social dominance orientation (SDO pro DOM) and the normative dimension of
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP norm) were found to provide a better fit 
with the data than the overall measurement of the social dominance (SDO) construct and the 
consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) construct. 
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Figure 4-2: Study 1B, the structural model 
 
 
            Results indicate that the structural model fits the data well [χ2/(df 16) = 19.187, p 
= .259; χ2/df = 1.199; GFI = .955, NFI = .877, CFI = .975; IFI = .977, TLI = .957, RMSEA 
= .045; see Appendix D, section 4 for an overview of the output of the path analysis]. Table 4-
8 provides a summary of the structural model.  
 
Table 4-8: Study 1B, summary of the structural model  
Model fit statistics Results Indices of good fit 
χ2 19.187  
p .259 > .05 
Degrees of freedom (df) 16  
χ2/df 1.199 < 3 
GFI .955 > .90 
NFI .877 > .90 
CFI .975 > .95 
IFI .977 > .95 
TLI .957 > .95
RMSEA .045 < .05  
 
Relationships Standardized 
ML estimate
Significance Hypothesis 
supported
INTERD -> SUSCEP normative 
influence 
 .300 .001 Yes (H8) 
INTERD -> SDO pro dominance  .060 .552 Yes (H9) 
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IND -> SUSCEP normative 
influence
-.241 .009  
IND -> CNFU 
 
 .214 .033 Yes (H13)  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
CNFU 
 .194 .053  
SDO pro dominance -> STATUS 
 
 .111 .164  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
STATUS 
 .601  *** Yes (H11) 
STATUS -> BESC 
 
 .338  *** Yes (H12) 
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
BESC 
 .271 .008  
STATUS -> CUSTOM
 
.324 ***
CNFU -> BESC 
 
 .179 .028  
CNFU -> CUSTOM 
 
 .285 .002 Yes (H14) 
 
 
            As Table 4-8 illustrates, results of structural equation modeling provide support for all 
hypothesized construct relationships, except for the hypothesized positive relationship 
between SDO pro dominance and susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10), as well as 
the hypothesized positive relationship between positive attitude towards customizable 
branded products and BESC (H15). While a positive relationship between interdependence in 
self-construal and SDO pro dominance was found (H9), the association is not statistically 
significant.  
 
            Moreover, results indicate that interdependence in self-construal is positively related 
to the normative dimension of SUSCEP (which provides support for H8). The normative 
dimension of SUSCEP is positively related to status consumption (supporting H11), which in 
turn is positively associated with BESC (supporting H12). Independence in self-construal 
relates positively to CNFU (providing support for H13), which is in turn positively related to 
positive attitude towards customizable branded products (supporting H14).  
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4.2.5 Discussion of results 
             Results of study 1B indicate that Germans score on average higher on independence 
in self-construal than on interdependence in self-construal, which confirms theorizing that 
relatively more individuals in Western individualistic cultures have a dominant independent 
self-construal than individuals having a dominant interdependent self-construal (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991, 2010).  
 
            Moreover, results show that Germans score higher on preference for group-based 
egalitarianism and equality (i.e., on both SDO con dominance and SDO con 
antiegalitarianism subdimensions) than on SDO (i.e., on both SDO pro dominance and SDO 
pro antiegalitarianism). This finding is in line with prior research by Hofstede (1984, 2001) 
indicating that Germany is among the low power distant cultures.  
 
            Results of correlational analyses of study 1B provide support for five out of eight 
hypothesized relationships between the key constructs (i.e., hypotheses 8, 11, 12, 13, 14). 
Specifically, the positive associations between interdependence in self-construal and social 
dominance orientation (H9), and between social dominance orientation and susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (H10) turned out to be not significant. In line with this, results of 
structural equation modeling provide support for all hypothesized construct relationships, 
except for the hypothesized positive relationship between social dominance orientation (SDO) 
and consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10), as well as the hypothesized 
positive relationship between positive attitude towards customizable branded products and 
BESC (H15). Results of structural equation modeling provide only weak support for 
Hypothesis 9 (H9), i.e., the positive association between interdependence in self-construal and 
SDO (i.e., the SDO pro dominance dimension) is not statistically significant (p = .552). This 
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finding may be due to the poor reliability of the SCS interdependence subscale (Singelis, 
1994) in the German sample.  
 
            Overall, results of structural equation modeling show that consumer need for 
uniqueness mediates the influence of independent self-construal both on positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products and on brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). 
This finding corresponds with findings of studies indicating that consumers’ uniqueness 
seeking is linked to consumer innovativeness and self-expression (Aaker & Schmitt, 2001). It 
also offers a new perspective on the construct of brand engagement in self-concept (BESC), 
which has not yet been linked to consumer need for uniqueness in prior research. Moreover, 
in line with prior empirical research by Kastanakis and Balabanis (2014), susceptibility to 
normative influence was found to mediate the influence of self-construal type on status 
consumption. Results of structural equation modeling also indicate that SDO pro dominance 
mediates the influence of interdependent self-construal on status consumption. This 
corresponds with research demonstrating that liking for luxury brands is predicted by the 
vertical dimension of individualism/collectivism (Yim et al., 2014). 
 
 
4.3 CROSS-CULTURAL ANAYLSES (QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH) 
4.3.1 Participants 
            A sample of 203 participants, who had participated in study 1A and 2A, is analyzed in 
the follow-up study (nKorean = 103, nGerman = 100). The sample consists of 111 female 
participants and 92 male participants (nfemale = 111, nmale = 92). While the youngest respondent 
was 18 years old, the oldest respondent was 28 years old at the point of study (mean age: M = 
22.87, SD = 2.46). 
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4.3.2 Procedure 
             Data from study 1A and study 1B were combined in one data set. Data was 
statistically analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 24 for Mac OS X. For structural 
equation modeling (path analyses), IBM SPSS AMOS 24 for Windows was used. The fit of 
structural models was assessed following guidelines by Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, 
and Müller (2003), and by Hoe (2008).  
 
 
4.3.3 Results of comparative statistical analyses  
4.3.3.1 Analyses of variance  
            Variance analyses (ANOVA) were conducted to investigate potential differences 
between the two cultural samples with regard to the key constructs. An overview of analyses 
and effects (i.e., statistically significant differences between the two cultural samples) is 
provided in Table 4-9.  
 
Table 4-9: Cross-cultural analysis, overview of scales and significant effects 
Construct  Significant effect 
Independence in self-construal  Yes 
Interdependence in self-construal No
SDO (pro-trait dimension) No
SDO (con-trait dimension) Yes 
SUSCEP (normative influence dimension) Yes 
SUSCEP (informational influence dimension) Yes 
Status consumption No
CNFU (creative choice dimension) No
CNFU (unpopular choice dimension) No
CNFU (avoidance of similarity dimension) No
BESC Yes 
Positive attitude towards customizable branded products No
 
 
            Results of the analyses indicate that Germans and Koreans differ significantly in terms 
of independence in self-construal [F(1,201) = 18.007, p < .001]. Specifically, German 
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participants score significantly higher on independence in self-construal than Korean 
participants (Figure 4-3), which provides support for Hypothesis 1 (H1). Though the result is 
less relevant to this research, it should be noted that no significant difference was found 
between the two samples in terms of interdependence in self-construal [F(1,201) = 1.342, p = 
.248]. 
 
Figure 4-3: Cross-cultural analysis, significant difference between Koreans and Germans in 
terms of independence in self-construal (left), but no significant difference in terms of 
interdependence in self-construal (right) (at the p < .05 level) 
      
 
             Moreover, contrary to expectations, results of the analyses indicate that Koreans and 
Germans do not significantly differ in preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality 
(SDO) [F(1,201) = 3.101, p = .080], which is measured on the SDO pro-trait dimensions. 
Although the two cultural samples differ significantly in SDO pro antiegalitarianism 
[F(1,201) = 18.099, p < .001] with Koreans scoring significantly higher on SDO pro 
antiegalitarianism than Germans, no significant difference between the samples was found in 
terms of SDO pro dominance [F(1,201) = .939, p = .334] (see Figure 4-4). Thus, Hypothesis 2 
(H2) is not supported. 
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Figure 4-4: Cross-cultural analysis, significant difference between Koreans and Germans in 
terms of SDO pro antiegalitarianism (left), but no significant difference in terms of SDO pro 
dominance (right) (at the p < .05 level) 
      
 
            It should be noted however that the two cultural samples differ significantly in 
preference for group-based egalitarianism and equality [F(1,201) = 580.963, p < .001], which 
is measured on the SDO con dominance subdimension [F(1,201) = 492.407, p < .001] and on 
the SDO con antiegalitarianism subdimension [F(1,201) = 366.785, p < .001]. Specifically, 
Germans score significantly higher on both SDO con dominance and SDO con 
antiegalitarianism than Koreans (Figure 4-5). In other words, results indicate that German 
participants value group-based egalitarianism and equality to a greater extent than Korean 
participants (see further discussion in section 4.3.4). 
 
 
Figure 4-5: Cross-cultural analysis, significant difference between Koreans and Germans in 
terms of SDO con dominance (left) and SDO con antiegalitarianism (right) (at the p < .05 
level) 
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            Furthermore, variance analyses revealed that Koreans and Germans differ significantly 
in terms of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP) [F(1,201) = 23.160, 
p < .001], i.e., on the subdimension SUSCEP normative influence [F(1,201) = 15.003, p < 
.001] and the subdimension SUSCEP informational influence [F(1,201) = 20.615 , p < .001]. 
As the bar diagrams show (Figure 4-6), Koreans score significantly higher than Germans on 
both subdimensions of susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP), which provides 
support for Hypothesis 4 (H4). 
 
Figure 4-6: Cross-cultural analysis, significant difference between Koreans and Germans in 
terms of susceptibility to interpersonal influence (left), SUSCEP normative influence (right), 
and SUSCEP informational influence (bottom) (at the p < .05 level) 
      
 
 
            However, no significant difference between Korean participants and German 
participants was found in terms of status consumption [F(1,201) = .333, p = .565], i.e., 
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Hypothesis 5 (H5) is not supported. In addition, no difference between the two cultural 
samples was found in terms of consumer need for uniqueness [F(1,201) = .451, p = .503], 
including the three subdimensions CNFU creative choice [F(1,201) = 2.029, p = .156], CNFU 
unpopular choice [F(1,201) = 2.422, p = .121], and CNFU avoidance of similarity [F(1,201) = 
1.403, p = .238]. Thus, Hypothesis 6 (H6) is not supported. Furthermore, no significant 
difference between Koreans and Germans was found in terms of positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products [F(1,201) = .051, p = .821], which means Hypothesis 7 (H7) 
is not supported either.  
 
              Yet, results of the analyses reveal that the two cultural samples significantly differ in 
terms of brand engagement in self-concept (BESC) [F(1,201) = 8.994, p = .003]. Specifically, 
German participants were found to score significantly higher on BESC than Korean 
participants (Figure 4-7), providing support for Hypothesis 3 (H3). 
 
Figure 4-7: Cross-cultural analysis, significant difference between Koreans and Germans in 
terms of BESC (at the p < .05 level) 
 
 
A summary of results from variance analyses including supported hypotheses is
provided in Table 4-10 below. 
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Table 4-10: Cross-cultural analysis, results of statistical analyses
Cross-cultural comparison 
(Koreans vs. Germans) 
Results (mean score) Significance  Hypotheses 
supported 
independence in self-construal 
 
Germans > Koreans Yes Yes (H1) 
SDO (i.e., SDO pro-trait 
subdimensions)
 
 No No (H2) 
SUSCEP (incl. normative dimension) 
 
Koreans > Germans Yes Yes (H5) 
status consumption 
 
 No No (H4) 
CNFU   No No (H6) 
BESC 
 
Germans > Koreans Yes Yes (H3) 
positive attitude towards customizable 
branded products 
 No No (H7) 
  
 
 
4.3.3.2 Structural equation modeling
            Path analyses in SPSS Amos 24 for Windows were conducted to test the fit of the 
proposed conceptual model. Results of the analysis indicate that the proposed conceptual 
model does not fit the data well [χ2/(df 21) = 97.343, p = .000, χ2/df =4.635; GFI = .896, NFI 
= .683, CFI = .727; IFI = .733, TLI = .635, RMSEA = .134; see Appendix D, section 5 for an 
overview of the output of the path analysis]. A single structural model that fits the data well 
emerged from further path analyses which also took subdimensions of the examined key 
constructs into account (e.g., SUSCEP normative influence, SDO pro dominance, CNFU 
avoidance of similarity). The structural model includes several paths that are not included in 
the proposed conceptual model (Figure 4-8). The normative dimension of susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (SUSCEP norm) as well as the pro dominance dimension of social 
dominance orientation (SDO pro DOM) turned out to provide a better fit with the data than 
the overall measurement of the SUSCEP construct and the SDO construct. 
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Figure 4-8: Cross-cultural analysis, the structural model 
 
 
 
            Results indicate that the structural model fits the data well [χ2/(df 16) = 16.365, p 
= .428; χ2/df = 1.023; GFI = .980, NFI = .950, CFI = .999; IFI = .999, TLI = .998, RMSEA 
= .011; see Appendix D, section 6 for an overview of the output of the path analysis] with all 
regression weight estimates being significant (see Table 4-11). In addition, multigroup 
analyses were conducted to test whether the two national samples differ significantly from 
each other. Results of the analyses indicate that the constrained model fits equally well as the 
unconstrained model (chi-square value of the nested comparison = 7.2, df = 3, p = .066, see 
Appendix section 7 for an overview of the analysis output). Thus, there are no significant 
differences in path coefficients between the Korean sample and the German sample. 
 
Table 4-11: Cross-cultural analysis, summary of the structural model  
Model fit statistics Results Indices of good fit 
χ2 16.365  
p .428 > .05 
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Degrees of freedom (df) 16  
χ2/df 1.023 < 3 
GFI .980 > .90 
NFI .950 > .90 
CFI .999 > .95 
IFI .999 > .95 
TLI .998 > .95 
RMSEA .011 < .05  
 
Relationships Standardized 
ML estimate 
Significance Hypothesis 
supported 
INTER -> SUSCEP normative 
influence 
 .328  *** Yes (H8) 
IND -> SUSCEP normative 
influence 
-.158 .016  
INTER -> SDO pro dominance 
 
 .162 .020 Yes (H9) 
IND -> CNFU 
 
 .315  *** Yes (H13)  
SDO pro dominance -> STATUS 
 
 .114 .047  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
STATUS 
 .556  *** Yes (H11) 
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
CNFU 
 .275  ***  
CNFU -> CUSTOM 
 
 .302  *** Yes (H14) 
CNFU -> BESC 
 
 .299  ***  
SUSCEP normative influence -> 
BESC 
 .231  ***  
STATUS -> BESC 
 
 .341  *** Yes (H12) 
STATUS -> CUSTOM 
 
 .314  ***  
 
 
            As Table 4-11 shows, results of structural equation modeling provide support for all 
hypothesized construct relationships, except for the hypothesized positive relationship 
between SDO and susceptibility to interpersonal influence (H10), and the hypothesized 
positive relationship between positive attitude towards customizable branded products and 
BESC (H15). Specifically, results of the analyses indicate that interdependence in self-
construal is positively associated with the normative dimension of SUSCEP (supporting H8), 
which in turn is positively related to status consumption (supporting H11) and to BESC. 
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Interdependence in self-construal is also positively associated with SDO pro dominance 
(supporting H9), which is in turn positively related to status consumption. Status consumption 
is both positively related to BESC (confirming H12) and to positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products.    
    
            While independence in self-construal was found to be negatively associated with 
SUSCEP normative influence, it is positively associated with consumer need for uniqueness 
(supporting H13). Consumer need for uniqueness is in turn positively related to positive 
attitude towards customizable branded products (supporting H14) as well as to BESC.  
 
 
4.3.4 Discussion of results  
            Overall, results of the data analyses provide empirical support for nine out of fifteen 
research hypotheses. In the following, results will be discussed in the order of hypotheses 1 to 
15. 
 
            As hypothesized (H1), results indicate that Germans are more likely than Koreans to 
have a dominant independent self-construal, which is in line with prior theorizing by Markus 
and Kitayama (1991, 2010). It should be noted that Koreans and Germans were not found to 
differ in interdependence in self-construal. This finding contrasts with prior theorizing by 
Singelis (1994) that individuals of collectivistic cultures score relatively higher on 
interdependence than individuals of independent cultures. A potential reason for the absence 
of effect may be that the interdependence subscale of Singelis’s (1994) lacks reliability, as 
results of reliability analyses in study 1B indicate. Yet, given findings of empirical studies 
that investigate self-construal in East Asian cultures, two alternative explanations are possible. 
First, there is evidence indicating that students in collectivistic cultures are likely to be more 
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independent than other individuals of the general population, because the academic 
environment fosters competition and self-achievement. For instance, empirical studies 
examining collectivistic tendencies across several age groups in South Korea show that 
collectivism is negatively correlated with a high level of education (Han & Ahn, 1994). 
Second, a growing number of studies provides evidence that individuals in East Asian 
societies are not more interdependent (or collectivistic) than individuals in Western societies. 
For instance, Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier (2002) found that Japanese and Koreans 
are not more collectivistic than European Americans. In fact, European Americans were 
found to score significantly higher on collectivism than Japanese. In the same vein, findings 
of cross-temporal analyses of individualism and collectivism in the United States and Japan 
indicate that individualism has increased in both countries over the past decades (Hamamura, 
2012).  
 
            Moreover, the two cultural samples were not found to differ significantly in terms of 
social dominance orientation (SDO) as hypothesized (H2). Koreans score higher on the 
subdimension of pro antiegalitarianism than Germans, but they do not score higher on the 
subdimension of SDO pro dominance than Germans. Accordingly, no significant difference in 
preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality (SDO) was found between the two 
cultural samples. Yet, it should be noted that Germans score significantly higher on 
preference for group-based egalitarianism and equality than Koreans (as measured on the 
SDO con-trait subdimensions). Thus, though not reflected in a low SDO score (as measured 
on the SDO pro-trait subdimensions), Germans tend value group-based egalitarianism and 
equality to a greater extent than Koreans. This finding is in line with research on power 
distance by Hofstede (2001), who reports that Germany is with a score of 35 among cultures 
that score relatively low on power distance (Hofstede, 2001).  
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            In addition, findings of the cross-cultural analysis of the survey data indicate that 
German participants score significantly higher on BESC than Korean participants. In other 
words, Germans are more likely than Koreans to include important brands as part of their self-
concepts. This finding provides support for Hypothesis 3 (H3) and complements prior 
research by Sung and Choi (2012) showing that consumers in Western individualistic cultures 
are more inclined than consumers in East Asian cultures to purchase brands that are congruent 
with their self-concept. 
 
            As hypothesized (H4), results of the cross-cultural analysis of the survey data show 
that Koreans score significantly higher than Germans on consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence (SUSCEP), particularly on the SUSCEP normative influence 
subdimension. This finding is in line with theorizing by Wong and Ahuvia (1998) that East 
Asian consumers are particularly concerned with other people’s perceptions of them and with 
the maintenance of their own status and ‘face’.  
 
            However, contrary to the hypothesis that Koreans score significantly higher on status 
consumption than Germans (Hypothesis 5), no statistically significant difference between the 
two cultural samples was found on the level of status consumption. The absence of an effect 
may be due to the use of student samples in the studies. Undergraduate students commonly 
have relatively low disposable income, which may limit their status consumption and interest 
in luxury brands. By involving samples of university students, this research is in line with 
most studies on luxury consumption behavior. Yet, as Heine (2010) points out, it is 
questionable whether “students can imagine themselves in the role of experienced luxury 
consumers” (p. 132).  
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            In contrast to the hypothesis that Germans score higher on consumer need for 
uniqueness (CNFU) than Koreans (Hypothesis 6), no significant difference in CNFU was 
found between the two cultural samples. In fact, Korean participants score slightly higher on 
CNFU (average score: 3.66 on a scale from 1 to 7, SD = .91) than German participants 
(average score: 3.55 on a scale from 1 to 7, SD = .97). These results may be due to the fact 
that both Koreans and Germans score higher on independence in self-construal than on 
interdependence in self-construal. According to prior experimental research by Aaker and 
Schmitt (2001), individuals with a dominant independent self-construal are more likely to 
value unique products than individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal.  
 
            Furthermore, contrary to Hypothesis 7 (H7), results indicate that Germans and 
Koreans do not significantly differ in positive attitude towards customizable branded products. 
Given the finding that participants’ average score on consumer need for uniqueness is similar 
(average scoreKoreans: 3.54 on a scale from 1 to 7, SD = .91; average scoreGermans: 3.56 on a 
scale from 1 to 7, SD = 1.04), it is likely that Koreans and Germans have a similar interest in 
purchasing customizable branded products. In fact, recent research by Yoo and Park (2016) 
on e-mass customization of luxury brands in South Korea indicates that a growing number of 
Korean consumers looks for customized products of luxury brands to express their 
individuality. 
 
            Though not all hypothesized relationships between the key constructs are supported by 
results of path analyses (H10 and H15 are not supported), the structural model of the 
combined sample does not contradict prior theorizing and research. In line with empirical 
research by Kastanakis and Balabanis (2014), susceptibility to normative influence was found 
to mediate the influence of self-construal type on status consumption, while a dominant 
independent self-construal was found to be positively associated with consumer need for 
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uniqueness. In addition, results of the structural model indicate that SDO pro dominance 
mediates the influence of interdependent self-construal on status consumption which is in line 
with research showing that liking for luxury brands is predicted by the vertical cultural 
dimension (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010; Yim et al., 2014). Moreover, results of the analyses show 
that consumer need for uniqueness mediates the influence of independent self-construal on 
both brand engagement in self-concept and on positive attitude towards customizable branded 
products. This finding is in line with studies showing that consumers’ uniqueness seeking is 
linked to consumer innovativeness and self-expression (Aaker & Schmitt, 2001; Lynn & 
Harris, 1997). As mentioned in sections 4.1.5 and 5.1.5, it also offers a new perspective on the 
construct of brand engagement in self-concept (BESC) which has not yet been linked to 
consumer need for uniqueness in prior research.  
 
            The structural model also provides evidence for positive associations that have not 
been theorized or empirically examined elsewhere, namely a positive association between 
SUSCEP normative influence and CNFU, a positive association between status consumption 
and brand engagement in self-concept (BESC), as well as a positive association between 
status consumption and positive attitude towards customizable branded products. According 
to the structural model, consumer need for uniqueness is influenced by susceptibility to 
normative influence in the case of individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal. 
In other words, a consumer with an interdependent self-construal may feel the need to buy 
unique products because significant others (e.g., members of a reference group) are 
purchasing those products. In addition, consumers high in status consumption are particularly 
likely to include important brands into their self-concept and to have a positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products. Besides discussing further implications of the 
findings for current consumer behavior theories, new avenues for future research will be 
highlighted in the general discussion (chapter 6). 
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4.4. CONCLUSION 
            To summarize, findings of the quantitative research challenge existing theorizing 
about self-brand connections and consumers’ use of brands as signals of identities in two 
ways. First, contrary to theories on the importance of status consumption in East Asian 
cultures, Korean participants and German participants were not found to differ significantly in 
their tendency to engage in status consumption. Second, in contrast to prior theorizing that 
East Asians prefer conformity over uniqueness seeking, Koreans and Germans were not found 
to differ significantly in terms of consumer need for uniqueness.  
 
            Moreover, findings of the studies add important insights relevant to current theorizing 
on self-brand connections and product design customization. First, findings of the quantitative 
research provide first empirical evidence for the assumption that consumers of different 
cultures may differ in the tendency to include important brands as part of their self-concepts. 
Specifically, German participants were found to score significantly higher on brand 
engagement in self-concept (BESC) than Korean participants. Accordingly, consumers in 
Western individualistic cultures are more likely than consumers in East Asian collectivistic 
cultures to include important brands as part of their self-concepts. Second, Koreans and 
Germans were not found to differ significantly in their positive attitude towards customizable 
branded products. In other words, East Asian collectivistic consumers may be as open to the 
customization of branded products as their Western counterparts.  
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CHAPTER 5 – QUALITATIVE RESEARCH (INTERVIEWS) 
            This chapter reports qualitative research (semi-structured in-depth interviews) 
consisting of two parts: study 2A has been conducted over the course of four months in 2016 
in South Korea, while study 2B has been conducted over the course of five months in 
2016/2017 in Germany. The studies provide further insights into Korean consumers’ and 
German consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion products (research 
hypothesis 7) by exploring the questions ‘Why do Koreans / Germans want to engage in 
customization and why do they prefer a certain form of customization? How (i.e., in what 
way) would Koreans / Germans want to customize branded fashion products?’. After
analyzing and discussing findings of studies 2A and 2B separately (section 5.1.4 and section 
5.2.4), the two datasets are combined to investigate the extent to which the cultural samples 
differ in terms of attitude towards and perception of customizable branded fashion products. 
Upon the discussion of findings from cross-cultural analyses (section 5.3.3), the chapter 
closes with a summary of the most important findings and their implications for the marketing
literature (section 5.4). Findings of quantitative and qualitative research will be integrated and 
discussed within a broader context in the general discussion (see chapter 6 of this thesis).  
 
 
5.1 STUDY 2A – SOUTH KOREA 
5.1.1 Participants   
10 Korean undergraduate students (n = 10) who had participated in study 1A were
individually interviewed. The total sample size of the semi-structured interviews emerged 
from the data collection process. Theoretical saturation was reached after interviewing ten 
participants, because a wide range of different views on the topic had been already covered 
and additional interviews were unlikely to add valuable input. Gender distribution in both 
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samples turned out to be equal (nfemale = 5, nmale = 5). The youngest participant was 22 years 
old and the oldest participant was 28 years old at the point of study (mean age: M = 24.8, SD 
= 1.69).  
 
 
5.1.2 Procedure 
            Respondents of the first study, who had signaled their interest in contributing to the 
second study by providing their email address upon completion of the questionnaire, were 
invited to an interview on campus. The average length of an interview, conducted in the 
respondents’ native language (Korean), was 40 minutes. No interpreters were involved, since 
the author of the thesis is fluent in Korean and potential interpreters’ biases were to be 
avoided (Temple & Ewards, 2002; Wallin & Ahlström, 2006). Guidelines for semi-structured 
interviewing by King and Horrocks (2012) and Galletta (2013) were followed, in order to 
prevent interviewer bias. All interviews were audio recorded with participants’ consent (see 
informed consent form in Appendix B, section 1). 
 
 
5.1.3 Data analysis  
            English translations of all audio recorded interviews were verbatim transcribed 
following Poland’s (1995, 2003) suggestions for transcriptions. The transcribed interviews 
were coded in Atlas.Ti 8 for Mac OS X following guidelines for coding by Boyatzis (1998) 
and Braun and Clarke (2006). Specifically, coding was theory-driven, i.e., it was guided by 
the author’s research question, which results in a particularly detailed analysis of a particular 
aspect of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). According to Braun and Clarke’s (2006) suggested 
6-step procedure for conducting thematic analyses, codes were then collated into potential 
themes that were identified within the explicit meanings of the data (semantic approach, 
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Braun & Clarke, 2006). These themes were reviewed in relation to the coded extracts and to 
the entire data set (see Appendix C, section 1). The specifics of each theme were refined by 
identifying sub-themes which are accompanied by descriptions and extract examples. An 
overview of themes, sub-themes, descriptions and examples is provided by the codebook 
(Appendix C, section 2), which was developed according to DeCuir-Gunby, Marshall, and 
McCulloch’s (2011) guidelines. Moreover, following Attride-Stirling’s (2001) suggestions for 
organizing qualitative data, thematic networks were developed. Thematic networks are web-
like illustrations that summarize main themes that have been identified in a piece of text and 
help facilitating the structuring and the depiction of these themes.  
 
 
5.1.4 Discussion of findings 
            Findings of thematic analyses indicate that three main aspects characterize Korean 
respondents’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion products, i.e., i) the practicability 
of the product design customization process, ii) the use of customized products to maintain 
social ties, and iii) the perceived characteristics of customized branded fashion products. The 
thematic network that emerged from analyses (Figure 5-1) depicts these three aspects as 
organizing themes that are subordinated to the global theme of attitude towards customizable 
branded fashion products. Each of the three organizing themes and their subordinated basic 
themes are discussed below. It should be noted that male and female Korean respondents 
were not found to differ in their attitude towards customizable branded fashion products.     
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Figure 5-1: Study 2A, thematic network 
 
 
i) The practicability of the product design customization process 
            Korean interviewees state that their interest in customizing branded fashion products 
is only moderate, as they have concerns about the practicability of the product design 
customization process. They argue that they were concerned about potentially time-
consuming procedures of the process and about additional costs that increase the price of the 
product.  
 
“I might want to have it, but it’s troublesome. I have to take part in the design process.  
Because it’s so time-consuming, I think it’s tiresome.” (Participant 6, female) 
 
“Well, it might help to express your personality. But it’s too tiresome and it’s expensive.  
You can easily express your personal style by combining some basic items.” (Participant  
10, male) 
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            In the same vein, some Korean interviewees argue that the effort they would undertake 
for customizing a product does not pay off, since the Korean fashion market offers products 
featuring a variety of designs that meet consumers’ taste at affordable prices. Instead of 
investing time and money in customizing a specific fashion item that might go out of fashion, 
they would rather follow short-term fashion trends.  
 
“No, I wouldn’t buy [a customized product of a mainstream brand or a luxury brand].  
Because…eumh… because creating such a product takes time and because brands launch  
products with new designs very quickly. So even if I customized an item, I wouldn’t wear  
it for a very long time.” (Participant 1, female) 
 
           The finding that Korean participants tend to hold negative perceptions of the product 
customization process are in line with results of a large field experiment (n = 803) by 
Haumann, Güntürkün, Schons, and Wieseke (2015) indicating that coproduction intensity (i.e., 
investment of time, money, effort, etc.) can negatively affect consumers’ perceptions of the 
product customization process. Yet, while all Korean participants express concerns about the 
practicability of the customization process of fashion branded products, it should be noted that 
only two out of ten respondents have ever purchased a branded fashion product that they had 
customized before the purchase. 
 
“I needed a t-shirt that fits to the outfit that members of my sports team are wearing. So, I
had my name printed on a white t-shirt. With regard to other products, such as fashion or 
accessories, I don’t have any experience with customization.” (Participant 10, male) 
 
 “I have once bought a pen for a professor and I ordered to engrave his name.” 
(Participant 5, female) 
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            Thus, Korean respondents’ concerns about the practicablity of the product design 
customization process are not based on prior negative experiences with customization, but 
rather on personal imagination. Following Haumann et al. (2015), corporate communication 
strategies, which emphasize the value of participating in the creation of a product, can be 
implemented to change Korean consumers’ negative perceptions of the customization process. 
 
ii) The use of customized products to maintain social ties 
            Another major theme that emerged from thematic analyses concerns the use of 
customized products to maintain social ties. It is important to note that all Korean 
interviewees state gift-giving as the primary reason for customizing a fashion branded product, 
regardless of whether they had past experiences with product customization or not. 
Intriguingly, some Korean participants describe that they prefer to purchase a customized 
product for gift-giving over purchasing a customized product for their own personal use. 
 
“If I customized it for myself… I wouldn’t wear it. (laughs) If I bought it as a gift for  
someone, I think they might like it.” (Participant 4, female)
 
 “Mmh… only if I want to buy a special gift for someone (…), then I would customize a  
product.” (Participant 7, male) 
 
            Following theorizing by Cai et al. (2011) on the role of modesty in East Asia, Korean 
respondents may prefer to customize products for gift-giving customizing products for
personal use due to norms of modesty. Being modest while showing respect for others is a 
prevailing norm in East Asian Confucian cultures. Gift-giving is an important form of 
showing respect and an essential tool for establishing and maintaining social ties. As 
qualitative research by Park (1998) on Korean consumers indicates, gift-giving in South 
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Korea is linked to face-saving and to social pressure to reciprocate. It involves high gift 
budget and occurs frequently at the workplace. In line with Park’s (1998) findings, Korean 
participants state that superiors or close friends may be recipients of customized gifts. 
 
“Well, since I am now a student, I would give it to the professor who supervises me. And  
other superiors are my mother and my father. Yes, I would give them a customized  
product.” (Participant 10, male) 
 
 “Mmh… yes, maybe to a very close friend or to someone who I owe something.  
Somebody who I want to thank, or my mother, my father, or a professor.”  
(Participant 5, female) 
            As Joy (2001) points out, the term ‘gift’ refers in East Asian Confucian countries (e.g., 
South Korea, China, Taiwan, and Japan) to exchanges of products and services that connect 
people, who are not linked by family, through the concept of reciprocity. Individuals may 
gain or lose face during gift transactions. For instance, if the gift is cheap, both the giver and 
the receiver lose face, as the receiver is not honored by the gift. While offering an expensive
gift also places pressure on the receiver to reciprocate, not reciprocating may undermine an 
existing relationship and cause loss of face (Joy, 2001). In line with this, it is important to 
note that gift-giving turned out to be the only reason for Korean respondents to customize 
products of luxury brands (as opposed to high street brands), for example as a gift for 
superiors. In fact, none of the Korean interviewees shows interest in customizing a luxury
product for his/her own personal use. As the example below illustrates, the lack of interest is 
likely to be related to respondents’ relatively low disposable income. 
 
“Yes, I would do this also when I prepare a gift for my boss. For instance, we might 
collect money [among colleagues] to buy a wallet with his name engraved etc. We would  
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choose a luxury brand for this. We wouldn’t give a high street branded product as a  
present.” (Participant 1, female)
 
         “I think they are good as gifts, but but I wouldn’t customize them for my own personal  
         use… I cannot afford it.” (Participant 2, female) 
 
            Moreover, some Korean interviewees view product customization as a particularly 
useful tool for creating couple outfits. It is a popular trend among Korean millenials to wear 
matching outfits that show their affiliation and affection for one another (Premack, 2017). 
Thus, some interviewees suggest that product design customization for couple outfits, such as 
the customization of t-shirts and shoes, is likely to succeed on the Korean market. In contrast 
to the case of gift-giving, participants state that they would prefer customizing fashion items 
of mainstream brands over items of luxury brands for the purpose of creating couple outfits. 
 
“And in Korea, couple t-shirts are popular. I think getting your initials imprinted in that
case might be also a good idea. Or… if you have group activities, it might improve the  
bonding…” (Participant 5, female) 
 
“Couples might be interested in that. There are of course people who don’t like couple t- 
shirts, but in that case, they could customize shoes or accessories to give them a ‘couple  
image’. So, couples could select the leather, the design before the purchase. I think that  
might work very well… But only for high street brands – not for luxury brands.”  
(Participant 7, male) 
 
“Couple outfits consist usually of couple t-shirts in Korea. I think t-shirts work best in  
that case… In my personal surroundings, there are also couples who wear couple t-shirts.  
I saw that they are wearing t-shirts featuring a sentence that expresses their love towards  
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each other. I think t-shirts are the most popular couple item.” (Participant 9, male) 
 
            Korean respondents’ interest in customizing branded fashion products as couple 
outfits is in line with theorizing on the use of brands as signals of affiliation with the goal of 
self-verification (Escalas & Bettman, 2003), i.e., by wearing the same customized outfit, 
consumers signal social affiliation to their partner. 
 
            The finding that Korean participants view customizable products as a useful means for 
the maintenance of social ties (i.e., for for gift-giving and for creating couple outfits) may be 
particularly relevant for marketers aiming to launch customizable fashion products in South 
Korea. Implications will be further discussed in the general discussion of this thesis (see 
chapter 6, section 6.2.4). 
 
ii) The perceived characteristics of customized branded fashion products  
            The third factor that determines Korean respondents’ attitude towards customizing 
branded products concerns the perceived characteristics of customized products. Specifically, 
Korean participants ascribe neither higher value nor identity-related meaning to a customized 
product. Yet, they view customized products as having higher quality than branded standard 
products. 
 
          “Mmh… it wouldn’t have any special meaning to me. Customization has to me no 
additional value. I don’t see any difference in meaning between a customized and a 
standard product.” (Participant 3, female) 
 
          “I don’t think it would have a particular meaning to me. I would simply use it for a longer 
period of time and it might have a better quality.” (Participant 10, male) 
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            This finding corresponds with findings of empirical research by Song and Fiore (2008), 
which indicates that Chinese consumers perceive mass-customized fashion products to be of 
higher quality than branded standard products, but they do not ascribe a higher value to 
customized products than to standard products. Following Song and Fiore’s (2008) reasoning, 
Korean respondents may neither ascribe a higher value nor identity-related meaning to 
customized products, as they value conformity over uniqueness. 
 
            In addition, all interviewed Korean participants show a preference for inconspicuous 
(i.e., subtle) changes over conspicuous (i.e., highly visible) changes in the design of branded 
fashion products. While inconspicuous forms of customization are small changes in design 
that may be only noticeable to the owner or to people who know the standard version of the 
product (e.g., a small embroidery), conspicuous forms of customization are changes in design 
that are recognizable at first sight (e.g., the product features an unusual color). Korean 
participants point out that they prefer inconspicuous changes over conspicuous changes in 
product design, because they assume that the latter may have a negative effect on the 
recognizability of the branded product.  
 
          “Mmh... I might change the material. Well, I would change the product’s design to a 
degree that does not affect the brand’s identity. People should recognize the brand. 
(Participant 6, female) 
 
          “I would prefer to customize details of an item rather than making big changes. Because if 
you change major features of an item, such as the color, the brand may be confused with 
another brand. (…) I think it’s good to modify a product to such a degree that it seems to 
be part of a special edition.” (Participant 7, male) 
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          “I think if you completely changed, you might not recognize the brand anymore. Usually, 
you buy a luxury product because you want it to be recognized as such. So, I think that a 
complete change in the product design wouldn’t be good.” (Participant 10, male) 
 
            This finding indicates that Korean consumers are concerned about the signaling 
function branded fashion products, which corresponds with findings of research on face 
consumption in East Asia. According to Li and Su (2007), East Asian consumers’ primary 
reason to purchase branded products is to enhance or to maintain face in front of others. 
Accordingly, the brand of a fashion product must be recognizable by others, in order to fulfill 
its signaling function. In addition, Korean respondents point out that they do not want to stand 
out by purchasing customized products that feature conspicuous changes in design.  
 
          “Ah, the size! Small! Because if the imprint was big that would be strange – it looks like I 
want to show off! I can imagine having [my initials] written in a small size inside of one 
shoe. That would be okay.” (Participant 2, female) 
           
          “Still, I wouldn’t do it. Maybe this is related to Korean culture… sticking out, 
differentiating oneself from others… I don’t like that at all. I don’t like the feeling of 
attracting attention among others. And when it comes to changing the product design…I 
don’t feel like I need that.” (Participant 3, male) 
 
            This finding is in line with findings of empirical research by Kim and Markus (1999), 
which indicates that East Asians value conformity over divergence from others. It also 
corresponds with research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001) demonstrating that East Asians are 
likely to hold attitudes that demonstrate points of similarity with their peers instead of 
attitudes that value the expression of uniqueness.   
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            Moreover, it is important to note that some participants state that they would feel 
uncomfortable about a customized product which features a highly visible engraving or 
imprint of their name or their initials. They point out that they associate strong feelings of 
embarrassment and shame with pushing oneself to the fore by displaying one’s name on a 
customized fashion item.  
 
          “Mmh… I think I would choose to have a small imprint inside of the handbag. So, every 
time I look into my bag, I would feel good. In Korea, we tend to be modest… so I would 
prefer doing that instead having my name imprinted in big letters for everyone to see.” 
(Participant 5, female) 
 
          “Mmh… it’s embarrassing... I would feel ashamed. And if I got my initials engraved 
like… K. J. J. or J. J. K., I think it does not have any special value. I think I do not need to 
show others my name.”  (Participant 4, female) 
 
            As research by Bond, Lun, Chan, Chan, and Won (2012) indicates, modesty is linked 
to the individual’s avoidance of attention in East Asian Confucian cultures. Accordingly, 
Koreans are likely to view the individual’s act of drawing attention as a violation of norms of 
modesty, which leads to the individual’s loss of face. If face is lost, the individual’s self-
image and reputation is questioned (Hu, 1944). Following Bedford and Hwang’s (2003) 
theorizing on shame in East Asian cultures, the transgression of public identity and reputation 
causes strong feelings of shame in the individual. Thus, Korean consumers may associate 
strong feelings of embarrassment and shame with displaying their name on a customized 
fashion item, as they fear to violate cultural norms of modesty.
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            Overall, findings of the thematic analysis indicate that cultural norms (i.e., face saving 
behavior, maintenance of social ties, and emphasis on modesty), are likely to shape Korean 
consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion products. Potential implications of 
these findings will be discussed in detail in chapter 6. 
 
 
5.2 STUDY 2B – GERMANY 
5.2.1 Participants 
            10 German undergraduate students (n = 10) who had participated in study 2A were 
individually interviewed. The total sample size of the semi-structured interviews emerged 
from the data collection process. Theoretical saturation was reached after interviewing ten 
participants, as a wide range of different views on the topic had been covered and additional 
interviews were unlikely to add valuable input. Gender distribution in the sample is equal 
(nfemale = 5, nmale = 5). The youngest participant was 19 years old and the oldest participant was 
28 years old at the point of study (mean age: M = 22.10, SD = 3.54). 
 
 
5.2.2 Procedure 
            Respondents of study 1B, who had signaled their interest in contributing to the second 
study by providing their email address upon completion of the questionnaire, were invited to 
an individual interview on campus. The average length of an interview, conducted in the 
respondents’ native language (German), is 40 minutes. As in study 2A, no interpreters were 
involved because the author of the thesis is a native German speaker. All interviews were 
audio recorded with participants’ consent (see informed consent form in Appendix B, section 
1). 
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5.2.3 Data analysis  
            As in study 2A, English translations of all audio recorded interviews were verbatim 
transcribed according to Poland’s (1995, 2003) suggestions for transcriptions. The transcribed 
interviews were coded in Atlas.Ti 8 for Mac OS X following guidelines for coding by 
Boyatzis (1998) and Braun and Clarke (2006). Coding was theory-driven, resulting in a 
detailed analysis of participants’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion products 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). According to Braun and Clarke’s (2006) suggestions for thematic 
analyses, codes were collated into potential themes that were identified within a semantic 
approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006). These themes were reviewed both in relation to the coded 
extracts and to the entire data set (see Appendix C, section 3). The specifics of each theme 
were refined by identifying sub-themes which are accompanied by descriptions and extract 
examples. The codebook (see Appendix C, section 4), provides an overview of all themes, 
sub-themes, descriptions and examples. In addition, following Attride-Stirling (2001), 
thematic networks were developed that help to structure and to depict themes that have been 
identified in the data. 
 
 
5.2.4 Discussion of findings  
            Findings of thematic analyses indicate that two main aspects characterize German 
respondents’ attitude towards customizable branded fashion products, i.e., i) the functionality 
of the product design customization process, and iii) the perceived characteristics of 
customized branded fashion products. Figure 5-2 depicts the thematic network that emerged 
from analyses. It shows the three aspects as organizing themes that are subordinated to the 
overarching, global theme of German consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded 
fashion products. Each of the three organizing themes and their subordinated basic themes are 
  199 
discussed below. It should be noted that male and female respondents of the German sample 
were not found to differ in their attitude towards customizable branded fashion products. 
 
Figure 5-2: Study 2B, thematic network 
 
 
 
i) The functionality of the product design customization process
            Results of thematic analyses indicate that German participants value product design 
customization for its functionality, i.e., for adapting functional features of the product to 
personal needs, for adapting a product that is to be used on special occasions, for creating 
unique gifts, and for adding their name or initials to mark the product as their possession.
 
            All German respondents point out that they would customize branded fashion products 
by changing functional features of the product (e.g., the number of pockets of a wallet) or by 
improving the personal fit of the product (e.g., by adapting the product size).  
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“Especially when it comes to wallets, I often have the problem that I don’t like the color  
or it does not have enough pockets for credit cards, etc.” (Participant 12, male) 
 
“A suit should fit well and it’s often difficult to find a good one. Thus, when it comes to  
suits, customization is useful – but rather than focusing on changing the color, I would  
focus on the functionality of the product.” (Participant 13, male) 
            Besides changing functional features of the product, German interviewees describe 
that they would customize a product by adding an engraving of their name or initials to mark 
the product as their possession. Yet, participants do not express any preference when it comes 
to marking the product in an inconspicuous versus a conspicuous way. This finding indicates 
that German respondents value the utilitarian function of modifications in product design (e.g.,
more pockets for better use, embroidered initials as markers) over the signaling function of 
the customized branded product. 
 
“On Nike’s website, I learned that you can have your initials at the back of both shoes or  
on the shoe flap. That’s what you can do. A specific color does not turn the shoe into  
something unique – maybe a thousand consumers have the same idea of selecting that  
color... But embroidered initials turn the shoes into something unique and they help you  
to identify your shoes when your looking for them in the team’s changing room.”  
(Participant 14, male) 
 
“To be honest, I’m not sure if I would actually want to have my initials on the product.  
But well, depends… depends on one’s taste. Maybe it’s fancy to have one’s initials  
engraved in a large size, but I’m not sure if that’s necessary. Perhaps it’s cool to have  
your initials in a small size on the shirt collar.” (Participant 12, male)
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            In addition, German participants note that they value product design customization if a 
product with particular features is needed for a special occasion. By customizing product 
features, such as the color, consumers can adapt the branded fashion product to their personal 
needs. 
 
“Before attending a wedding for example… you might customize a shirt in advance. I 
think that would be quite fun. But apart from that… I cannot think of any other particular 
occasion.” (Participant 12, male) 
 
“Well, I think it’s fun to do it… but I would never customize all my shoes like that – 
that’s way too much work. But trying this once might be quite fun (laughs)… Or if there 
is a particular event and I need a pair of shoes that fits to my dress, I would try it. But 
nothing more…” (Participant 16, female) 
 
“Maybe if there is a particular event, for instance everybody is asked to wear a blue dress.  
In such a case, I would invest the time in effort. But not for an item that I wear in  
everyday life. For instance, if your outfit has a very particular color and you need a pair  
of shoes that goes well with the outfit. In other words, if you have problems to find such a  
ready-to-wear product.” (Participant 17, female) 
 
            Besides customizing branded fashion products to adapt their functional features to 
their personal needs, German participants express their interest in customizing branded 
fashion products for gift-giving. They argue that customizing branded fashion products for 
gift-giving is particularly useful, because it allows them to create unique gifts that carry 
special meaning and have thus increased value for the recipient.  
 
“I would purchase such a product as a gift. But I wouldn’t customize a product because I  
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want to impress somebody else. I wouldn’t wear something that I don’t like simply to  
impress other people who I assume do like it. But I would use customization if it was for  
gift-giving.” (Participant 11, male) 
 
“As a gift, I think it’s very nice. It shows that you’re willing to go an extra mile and that  
you think about the recipient’s preferences. A t-shirt featuring a particular print will be  
more personal than an ordinary t-shirt. I think for such a purpose product customization is  
quite useful.” (Participant 14, male) 
 
          “Such a product has a high value – perhaps the product price is not very high, but such a 
gift does have some additional personal value.” (Participant 19, female) 
 
            Overall, the finding that German participants value product design customization for 
its functionality corresponds with prior research by Schreier (2006), which demonstrates that 
customized products render utilitarian benefits to consumers, as they offer a close fit between 
individual needs and product characteristics (i.e., a high functional and high aesthetic fit).  
 
            Moreover, it should be noted that all German participants perceive the product 
customization process as a positive experience. While respondents, who report to have prior 
experiences with customizing fashion products, describe the customization process as a 
rewarding experience, participants who have no prior experience with customization imagine 
the process to be fun. In addition, some participants describe that they would be proud the 
product, which they view as their personal creation. 
 
“The website also said ‘Customize your shoe!’ and I thought ‘yeah, why not?’ – it’s  
called something like NikeID, I think – and I simply tried it. It was quite fun because you  
could also choose the material.” (Participant 12, male) 
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“I definitely found it quite interesting and fun. Especially since you can choose black and  
white shoes or shoes that feature crazy colors. (...) That was quite exciting and I think  
that’s a cool idea.” (Participant 20, female) 
 
          “Well, I think it’s fun to do it… but I would never customize all my shoes like that – 
that’s way too much work. But trying this once might be quite fun. I would be proud of 
my creation (laughs).” (Participant 16, female) 
 
            The findings described above correspond with earlier research by Schreier (2006) 
indicating that the customization process can be a rewarding experience for consumers. They 
are also in line with empirical studies by Franke, Schreier, & Kaiser (2010) demonstrating 
that the final customized product can elicit pride of accomplishment (see section 2.2.5 of this 
thesis). 
 
ii) The perceived characteristics of customized branded fashion products 
            All German interviewees state that they perceive customized branded fashion products 
as reflecting their owner’s taste. Thus, customizable products are viewed as a means to 
express one’s personal taste and individuality. This finding is in line with prior research 
indicating that customized products are particularly valued by consumers who are seeking to 
express their uniqueness through the consumption of unique products (Fiore et al., 2002, see 
section 2.2.5 of this thesis). 
 
          “When it comes to shoes, I think it’s a good idea – because everyone has his/her own taste 
and you can tailor the shoes according to your taste.” (Participant 15, male) 
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          “I think what is most important for me when it comes to customizing is the functional 
aspect and the fact that the product is tailored according to my personal taste.” 
(Participant 18, female) 
 
            Moreover, some German respondents state that they view customized branded fashion 
products as products which carry identity-related meaning and have a higher value than 
standard products. They describe for instance that they would wear a customized product for 
an extended period of time (as opposed to a standard product) and that they might form a 
special bond with the customized branded product. 
 
          “I think one might tend to wear such a customized product for an extended period of time 
because you may have a special bond with the item. After all, you have invested time in 
customizing the products according to your personal needs. I think you one might wear it 
for a longer period of time than a standardized product – even if it is slowly going out of 
fashion, one might think “this is my creation, I like it so much that I’ll wear it once in a 
while even in the next ten years”. (Participant 12, male) 
 
          “A customized branded product can have a high value – perhaps the product price is not 
very high, but such a gift does have some additional personal value.” (Participant 20, 
female) 
  
            This finding is in line with research on the benefits of customization by Schreier 
(2016), which shows that customized products are more beneficial to consumers than branded 
standard products, because they convey symbolic, identity-related meaning that expresses 
consumers’ individuality. It is also in line with research by Franke and Schreier (2010) 
indicating that the product customization process has value-generating effects, resulting in 
increased subjective value of the customized product. 
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            It should be noted that German interviewees do not link the increased value of a 
customized product to a particular type of brands (i.e., luxury brands as opposed to high street 
brands). In fact, only one German participant shows interest in customizing a fashion product 
of a luxury brand. Other participants state that they would merely consider customizing a 
product of a mainstream brand, as they cannot afford to purchase products of luxury brands. 
 
“I think in the case of luxury products, customization might be worth it. If you want to  
buy such products, you’re going to invest a lot of money and you might want to have the  
perfect product. So, changing the design of the watch or getting something embroidered  
on your expensive bag is something that I might do in the future too. But since I cannot  
afford such expensive products at the moment…” (Participant 11, male) 
 
“Well, since I would be interested in product customization if it was offered by one of the 
mainstream brands, I can imagine that people who can afford it, might also be interested 
in product customization offered by luxury brands. I personally wouldn’t customize a 
luxury branded product, because that’s too expensive. I don’t want to spend so much 
money on a fashion item – no matter if it is standardized or customized.”  
(Participant 18, female) 
 
“Eumh… no. Eventually, I buy mainstream brands, such as H&M, Zara, Mango, and 
Esprit. If those labels offered such a customization service, I would definitely try it.” 
(Participant 20, female) 
 
            In line with this, some German respondents state that they consider the price-
performance ratio of a product to be more important than the brand of the product. They point 
out that they would only be willing to customize a branded fashion product, if it fulfills their 
expectations in terms of price-performance ratio.  
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“Depends on the price of the product. If the customized bag of a luxury brand costs 300  
euros, I wouldn’t even buy it as a gift. Because the price-performance ratio is not good at  
all. (…) I would compare the price of the standard version with the customizabe version  
of the product.” (Participant 17, female) 
 
“And I don’t think customizing a pair of shoes is worth the money. If I need a new pair of  
basketball shoes, I simply buy shoes that are available and I wouldn’t spend 50 euros to  
customize it. (…) I personally don’t think it’s worth the money – if it costs 10 euros more,  
I would say ‘Okay, I’ll do it. It looks great!’, but if I had to pay 50 euros more…no.”  
(Participant 14, male) 
 
            Overall, findings of the thematic analysis indicate that German respondents value 
product design customization for utilitarian reasons. While they ascribe identity-related 
meaning and increased value to customized products, they neither show a preference for 
conspicuous nor for inconspicuous modifications in the design of branded fashion products. 
 
 
5.3 CROSS-CULTURAL ANALYSES (QUALITATIVE RESEARCH) 
5.3.1 Participants 
Data collected in studies 1B and 2B is analyzed using thematic analysis (ntotal = 20,
nKorean = 10, nGerman = 10). Gender distribution in the sample is balanced (nfemale = 10, nmale = 
10). At the point of study, the youngest participant was 19 years old and the oldest participant 
was 28 years old (mean age: M = 23.45, SD = 3.034).  
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5.3.2 Comparative analysis 
             Coded text data from study 2A and study 2B were combined and commonalities and 
differences between themes of the two cultural samples were identified. An overview of 
commonalities and differences that emerged from the comparison is provided in Appendix C, 
section 5. 
 
 
5.3.3 Discussion of findings 
            The thematic analysis revealed that the two cultural samples share common ground 
when it comes to the motivation to engage in product customization of branded fashion 
products, but differ in terms of their customization preferences. In this section, commonalities 
and differences between the Korean and the German sample will be discussed and illustrated 
by text data from studies 2A and 2B.   
 
i) Commonalities 
            Findings of the comparative thematic analysis indicate that a major commonality of 
Korean and German participants is the preference for customizing products of mainstream 
brands over customizing products of luxury brands. Participants of both student samples were 
found to have little interest in customizing luxury branded products, which is likely to be due 
to their relatively low disposable income. 
 
“Luxury brands…mmh… if I can afford it, maybe. But I would change the design only a  
little bit. If think it would be a waste of money to customize it a lot.” (Korean sample,  
participant 6, female) 
 
“I personally wouldn’t customize a luxury branded product, because that’s too expensive.
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I don’t want to spend so much money on a fashion item – no matter if it is standardized or 
customized.” (German sample, participant 18, female) 
 
            In addition, both Korean participants and German participants view the customization 
of branded fashion products as particularly useful for gift-giving. Respondents of both 
cultural samples argue that a customized branded product is a unique and special gift.  
 
“Maybe if a product conveys a certain social meaning. And in case of gift-giving, I think  
the product can express the relationship between me and another person. For instance, if I  
went to Paris and bought a product with a personal engraving, it would be a very special  
souvenir.” (Korean sample, participant 5, female) 
 
“That depends on the recipient of the gift… and the situation. I wouldn’t purchase such a  
special gift for somebody’s 23rd birthday. But if there is a special event and it’s a special  
person, I would purchase a customizable, more expensive gift.” (German sample,  
participant 11, male) 
 
            Thus, gift-giving may be a primary motivation for consumers in both East Asian 
collectivistic countries and in Western individualistic countries to engage in the customization 
of branded products. This finding has important implications for marketers, which will be 
further discussed in chapter 6 of this thesis (see section 6.2.4). 
 
ii) Differences 
            A major difference between Korean participants and German participants concerns the 
subjective view of the process of product design customization. Korean respondents report 
that they view the process of customizing a branded product as time-consuming, costly, and 
troublesome, which shows that they hold a rather negative view of the product customization 
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process. Yet, while all Korean participants express concerns about the practicability of the 
customization process of fashion branded products, only two out of ten respondents have ever 
purchased a branded fashion product that they had customized before the purchase. In contrast, 
German participants view the product customization process in a positive light. German 
respondents, who report to have prior experiences with customizing fashion products, 
describe the customization process as a rewarding experience. German interviewees without 
prior experience with product customization state that they imagine the customization process 
to be enjoyable and that they might feel proud of the customized product. 
 
“Well, it might help to express your personality. But it’s too tiresome and it’s expensive.  
You can easily express your personal style by combining some basic items.” (Korean  
sample, participant 10, male) 
 
        “Well, I think it’s fun to do it… but I would never customize all my shoes like that – 
that’s way too much work. But trying this once might be quite fun. I would be proud of
my creation (laughs).” (German sample, participant 16, female) 
 
            Findings of the Korean sample are in line with research indicating that coproduction 
intensity (i.e., investment of time, money, effort, etc.) can negatively affect consumers’ 
perceptions of the product customization process (Haumann et al., 2015). Marketers are thus 
required to implement corporate communication strategies, which emphasize the value of
participating in the creation of a product, to change consumers’ negative perceptions of the 
customization process. Findings of the German sample correspond with findings of empirical 
studies indicating that the customization process can be a rewarding experience for consumers 
that elicits pride of accomplishment (Franke, Schreier, & Kaiser, 2010; Schreier, 2006).
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            When it comes to forms of product design customization, Korean and German 
participants were found to differ considerably. Korean participants show a preference for 
making inconspicuous changes in design. In contrast, German participants show a particular 
interest in changing functional features of the product (e.g., the number of pockets in a wallet) 
regardless of whether these changes are inconspicuous or conspicuous. 
 
“I would prefer to customize details of an item rather than making big changes. Because  
if you change major features of an item, such as the color, the brand may be confused  
with another brand. (…) I think it’s good to modify a product to such a degree that it  
seems to be part of a special edition.” (Korean sample, participant 7, male) 
 
“The process itself wouldn’t be real fun to me, because in the end, the product will be  
produced by somebody else. I think what is most important for me when it comes to  
customizing is the functional aspect and the fact that I can tailor the product according to  
my taste.” (German sample, participant 18, female) 
 
            As the example above illustrates, Korean participants prefer inconspicuous changes 
over conspicuous changes in product design, because they assume that the latter may have a 
negative effect on the recognizability of the branded product. This finding is in line with 
earlier research on face consumption by Li and Su (2007) and indicates that Korean 
consumers are particularly concerned about the signaling function of branded fashion 
products. In line with this, Korean participants describe that they would feel embarrassed and 
ashamed in front of others when using a product featuring an engraving of their name that is 
highly visible to others. Following prior theorizing by Li and Su (2007) and Bond et al. 
(2012), Koreans’ preference for inconspicuous modifications in product design might be
linked to cultural norms of face saving and modesty. In contrast, German respondents neither 
state a preference for inconspicuous nor conspicuous changes in product design, which 
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indicates that they are not concerned with the signaling function of customized branded 
products.  
 
          “I wouldn’t like to have my initials on a t-shirt, that’s embarrassing. In case of a coat for 
example, an imprint inside is okay.” (Korean sample, participant 7, male) 
 
          “I think the main reason is to stand out from the crowd. It’s important in today’s society 
that you stand out from the big crowd. I personally don’t find it important but other 
people might value this more than I do.” (German sample, participant 12, male)  
 
Moreover, Koreans and Germans were found to differ in their perception of
customized branded fashion products. Korean respondents state that they neither ascribe 
identity-related meaning to a customized product nor view it as higher in value than a branded 
standard product. Yet, they view customized products as having better quality than branded 
standard products. In contrast, German participants describe that customized products express 
consumers’ individuality and thus ascribe identity-related meaning to customized products. In
addition, they view customized products as having higher value than branded standard 
products.  
 
          “And if I got my initials engraved like… K. J. J. or J. J. K., I think it does not have any 
special value. I think I do not need to show others my name. I think we are in a period in 
which material things have no special meanings… no need to customize... a hat is just a 
hat, a perfume is just a perfume, and a bag is just a bag.” (Korean sample, participant 4, 
female) 
 
          “I think one might tend to wear such a customized product for an extended period of time 
because you may have a special bond with the item. After all, you have invested time in 
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customizing the products according to your personal needs. I think you one might wear it 
for a longer period of time than a standardized product – even if it is slowly going out of 
fashion, one might think “this is my creation, I like it so much that I’ll wear it once in a 
while even in the next ten years”. (German sample, participant 12, male)  
 
            Findings of the Korean sample are in line with prior research by Song and Fiore (2008) 
indicating that East Asian consumers do not ascribe a higher value to customized products 
than to standard products, because they do not value products for their uniqueness. Findings 
of the German sample are in line with research demonstrating that customized products are 
more beneficial to consumers than conventional standard products, because they convey 
symbolic, identity-related meaning that expresses consumers’ individuality (Schreier, 2006). 
Taken together, these findings have important implications for theorizing on the benefits of 
product design customization for consumers of East Asian collectivistic societies and 
consumers of Western individualistic societies (see section 6.2.4 for further discussion).  
 
 
5.4 CONCLUSION 
            To summarize, findings of the qualitative research add several novel insights relevant 
to existing theorizing on product design customization. First, findings challenge prior research 
showing that customized products render several utilitarian and hedonic benefits to consumers 
(e.g., Schreier, 2006). In contrast to prior studies involving Western individualistic consumers, 
Korean consumers were found to have no preference for customizable products over standard 
products. Taken together with findings of research by Song and Fiore (2008), this finding 
indicates that East Asian consumes do not ascribe a higher value to customized products than 
to standard products, because they do not value products for their uniqueness. Second, 
findings of the qualitative research provides first empirical evidence indicating that East 
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Asian collectivistic consumers differ from Western individualistic consumers when it comes 
to preferred forms of product customization. Koreans were found to prefer inconspicuous 
changes over conspicuous changes in product design, as they assume that the latter may have 
a negative effect on the recognizability of the brand. In addition, Koreans stated that they 
would feel embarrassed and ashamed in front of others when using a product featuring an 
engraving of their name that is highly visible to others. This finding is particularly interesting, 
as it indicates that cultural norms of face saving and modesty are likely to shape East Asian 
consumers’ customization preferences. East Asian collectivistic consumers may be less likely 
than Western individualistic consumers to make conspicuous changes in design, as they are 
particularly concerned about the signaling function of branded fashion products. Third, 
contrary to prior theorizing on effects of the product customization process, East Asian 
consumers neither ascribe symbolic, identity-related meaning to customized products nor 
view the product customization process as a rewarding experience that elicits pride of 
accomplishment. This finding is particularly important, as it challenges prior theorizing about 
product customization as a marketing strategy that increases consumers’ identification with 
the branded product and that strengthens self-brand connections. 
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
            The final chapter of this thesis is divided into four sections. After the first section 
(section 6.1), which summarizes the main findings of the quantitative and the qualitative 
research, the second section discusses theoretical implications of the research (section 6.2). 
Particular focus is laid on discussing findings in the context of research on the influence of 
culture on consumer behavior (section 6.2.1), self-brand connections (section 6.2.2), the use 
of brands as signals of self-identities (section 6.2.3), and product design customization of 
branded products (section 6.2.4). After discussing managerial implications (section 6.3), 
limitations of this research and avenues for future studies are highlighted (section 6.4). The
chapter closes with the final conclusion (section 6.5).   
 
 
6.1 Summary of findings  
This research aimed to investigate the extent to which East Asian consumers differ in
the use of brands to signal self-identities from Western individualistic consumers. In addition, 
potential implications of cross-cultural differences in the signaling of self-identities for 
product design customization and self-brand connections were examined. The triangulation 
approach of complementing quantitative data with qualitative data allowed to gain profound 
insights into the nature of Korean consumers’ and German consumers’ use of brands as
signals of status, affiliation, and divergence, as well as into their attitude towards 
customizable branded fashion products.  
 
            Differences in cultural orientation of the two samples were examined by measuring 
self-construal type and social dominance orientation. As hypothesized, Koreans and Germans
were found to differ significantly in terms of independence in self-construal, with Germans 
showing a greater tendency to have a dominant independent self-construal than Koreans. Yet, 
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contrary to expectations, the two cultural groups were not found to differ significantly in 
social dominance orientation. Thus, individuals of both cultural samples show a similar 
preference for group-based hierarchy and social inequality. 
 
            Moreover, the two cultural samples were found to differ significantly in terms of 
brand engagement in self-concept. Germans were found to score significantly higher than 
Koreans on BESC, which indicates that German consumers are more inclined than Korean 
consumers to include important brands as part of their self-concept. Regarding cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ use of branded products as signals of self-identities (i.e., the use of 
brands as signals of status, affiliation, or divergence), analyses provide mixed results. As 
hypothesized, Koreans were found to score significantly higher than Germans on consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP), which indicates that Korean consumers 
are particularly concerned with other people’s perceptions of them and with the maintenance 
of their own status and ‘face’. Yet, the two cultural samples were neither found to differ 
significantly in status consumption nor in consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU). Moreover, 
the two samples were not found to differ significantly in terms of positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products.  
 
            When it comes to consumers’ attitude towards product design customization, there 
seem to be inconsistencies between quantitative findings and qualitative findings. While 
findings of the quantitative research indicate that Koreans and Germans do not differ 
significantly in their general attitude towards customizable branded products, findings of the 
qualitative research reveal that the two cultural samples differ in their perception of 
customizable products and in their customization preferences. However, it should be noted 
that the survey, which was used in studies 1A and 1B, includes a relatively small number of 
items investigating attitude towards product design customization (6 items). Accordingly, 
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findings of the qualitative research may provide a more refined picture that includes 
differences between the two cultural samples regarding the view of the product customization 
process and the perceptions of customizable branded products. While Germans were found to 
have a preference for changing the branded product’s functional features (e.g., choosing more 
pockets when customizing a wallet), Koreans were found to have a preference for 
inconspicuous changes in product design. Following prior theorizing (Li & Su, 2007; Bond et 
al., 2012), Koreans preference for inconspicuous modifications in product design are likely to 
be linked to cultural norms (i.e., face saving, norms of modesty). In addition, Korean and 
Germans were found to differ in their perception of customizable branded products. German 
participants were found to ascribe identity-related meaning to customized products and a 
higher value to customized branded products than to branded standard products. In contrast, 
Korean participants neither view a customized product as carrying identity-related meaning 
nor ascribe a higher value to a customized product than to a branded standard product. 
Following prior theorizing, Korean consumers may not ascribe a higher value and identity-
related meaning to customized products than to branded standard products, because they do 
not value unique products (Song & Fiore, 2008). German consumers are likely to perceive 
customized products as more valuable than branded standard products, because they convey 
symbolic, identity-related meaning that expresses consumers’ individuality (Schreier, 2006).  
 
            Findings from structural equation modeling are particularly important for two reasons. 
First, they confirm prior research indicating that consumer susceptibility to normative 
influence mediates the influence of self-construal on status consumption and that 
independence in self-construal is positively related to consumer need for uniqueness 
(Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2014). Second, results of path analyses provide evidence for 
relationships between key constructs that have not been investigated in prior research. In 
particular, this research provides first evidence for positive associations between status 
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consumption, brand engagement in self-concept and positive attitude towards customizable 
branded products. In other words, consumers engaging in status consumption are likely to 
include important brands as part of their self-construal and tend to have a positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products. In addition, susceptibility to normative influence was 
found to mediate consumer need for uniqueness (CNFU) in the case of individuals with a 
dominant interdependent self-construal. This finding indicates that consumers with a 
dominant interdependent self-construal may feel the need to buy unique products because 
significant others (e.g., members of a reference group) are purchasing those products. 
 
            It should be noted that the path structures of the models that emerged from structural 
equation modeling in the Korean sample (study 1A) and the German sample (study 1B) are 
almost identical (see Figures 4-1 and Figure 4-2). Yet, in contrast to the structural model that 
emerged from analyses in study 1B (Germany), the structural model of study 1A (South 
Korea) indicates that interdependence in self-construal is negatively related to consumer need 
for uniqueness (CNFU). This additional path in the model provides support for prior research 
indicating that East Asians, who have a dominant interdependent self-construal, tend to value 
conformity over uniqueness in consumption (Kim & Markus, 1999; Aaker & Schmitt, 2001).  
 
            Theoretical contributions of this research are fourfold. Findings provide cross-cultural 
insights relevant to the literature on i) the culture-self relationship and the measurement of 
cross-cultural differences, ii) consumers’ self-brand connections, iii) consumers’ use of 
branded products as signals of self-identities, and on iv) customization of branded products. 
In the following sections, theoretical implications of this research are discussed within the 
context of the respective literature. 
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6.2 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
6.2.1 The influence of culture on consumer behavior   
            The present research is the first of its kind to empirically test Aaker’s (2006) 
suggested approach of investigating cross-cultural differences on both a horizontal and a 
vertical axis by combining the measurement of self-construal with the measurement of social 
dominance orientation.  
 
            Results of statistical analyses indicate that Singelis’s (1994) Self-Construal Scale 
(SCS) reliably measures independence in self-construal in two cultural samples. As 
hypothesized, results of analyses show that Germans score significantly higher than Koreans 
on independence in self-construal. In other words, Germans are more likely than Koreans to 
have a dominant independent self-construal. This finding is in line with Markus and 
Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory. However, it should be noted that Koreans and 
Germans were not found to differ in terms of interdependence in self-construal. This contrasts 
with theorizing that individuals of collectivistic cultures score relatively higher than 
individuals of independent cultures on the interdependence subscale of the SCS (Singelis, 
1994). Yet, the finding is in line with research providing evidence that individuals in 
collectivistic cultures are not more interdependent than individuals in individualistic cultures. 
For instance, research by Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier (2002) demonstrates that 
Japanese and Koreans are not more collectivistic than European Americans. Following 
findings of research on individualism and collectivism in the United States and Japan 
(Hamamura, 2012), individualism may have increased in East Asian countries, including 
South Korea, over the past decades. This tendency is likely to be a result of globalization and 
may be partly reflected in the convergence of consumers’ needs and tastes across cultures 
(global consumer culture, Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). 
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            Moreover, results of statistical analyses indicate that Ho et al.’s (2015) SDO7(S) Scale 
measures the construct of social dominance orientation reliably in different cultural samples 
(Cronbach’s alphas were found to be α = .77 in the Korean sample and α = .76 in the German 
sample). Contrary to the hypothesis that Koreans score significantly higher than Germans on 
social dominance orientation, the two cultural samples were not found to differ in social 
dominance orientation. Yet, it should be noted that expectations were based on Hofstede’s 
(1984) research on power distance, as no studies have yet investigated individuals’ social 
dominance orientation in South Korea and in Germany. Thus, findings of the present research 
provide first insights into social dominance orientation in these two cultures.    
 
             Overall, this research is the first to demonstrate that Aaker’s (2006) suggested 
approach of examining cross-cultural differences on both a horizontal and a vertical axis by 
combining the measurement of self-construal with the measurement of social dominance 
orientation can be fruitful for cross-cultural consumer research. This approach is a viable 
alternative to Singelis et al.’s (1995) conceptual approach of vertical/horizontal individualism 
and collectivism for two reasons. First, the construct of social dominance orientation is 
entirely conceptually clarified in the literature. Critical voices point out that it is unclear 
whether the vertical/horizontal cultural dimension is a dimension in isolation or remains 
nested within individualism–collectivism. Yet, social dominance orientation is clearly 
differentiated from other cultural constructs and dimensions, in particular from power 
distance, individualism-collectivism and independence-interdependence. Second, in contrast 
to Singelis et al.’s (1995) scale that measures the vertical/horizontal dimension of 
individualism/collectivism, measures of social dominance orientation have been tested in a 
variety of samples and in many different contexts.  
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6.2.2 Self-brand connections 
            The present research is the first to investigate cross-cultural differences in self-brand 
connections by focusing on the construct of brand engagement in self-concept as 
conceptualized by Sprott et al. (2009). Results of statistical analyses indicate that Sprott et 
al.’s (2009) BESC Scale measures the construct reliably in both cultural samples (Cronbach’s 
alphas were found to be α = .95 in the Korean sample and α = .93 in the German sample).  
 
              Results of cross-cultural analyses of survey data indicate that German participants 
score significantly higher on brand engagement in self-concept (BESC) than Korean 
participants. In other words, Germans are more likely than Koreans to include important 
brands as part of their self-concepts. This finding is in line with prior cross-cultural consumer 
research by Sung and Choi (2012), which indicates that consumers in Western individualistic 
cultures are more inclined than consumers in East Asian cultures to purchase brands that are 
congruent with their self-concept.  
 
            Qualitative findings of in-depth interviews complement quantitative findings on brand 
engagement in self-concept. While Korean respondents view customized branded products as 
having better quality than branded standard products, they neither ascribe identity-related 
meaning to a customized branded product nor view it as being higher in value than a branded 
standard product. In contrast, German participants state that a customized product expresses 
the consumer’s individuality, which indicates that they ascribe identity-related meaning to 
customized branded products.  
 
            Interestingly, findings of structural equation modeling do not provide support for the 
hypothesized positive relationship between a positive attitude towards customizable branded 
products and brand engagement in self-concept (H15). This finding may be explained by the 
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fact that customization is not always perceived as reasonable by consumers. For example, if a 
consumer is concerned that customizing a luxury branded product would affect its signaling 
function, product customization would not increase the strength of the consumer’s self-brand 
connections. 
 
            Overall, this research demonstrates that Sprott et al.’s (2009) approach of investigating 
individual differences in brand engagement in self-concept can be fruitful for further 
consumer research that aims to explore cross-cultural differences in consumers’ self-brand 
connections. In contrast to Escalas and Bettman’s (2003) construct of self-brand connections, 
which focuses on the singular connection between a consumer’s self-concept and a specific 
brand, the construct of brand engagement in self-concept provides a comprehensive view of 
self-brand connections by focusing on consumers’ tendency to incorporate multiple brands 
into the self-concept 
 
 
6.2.3 The use of branded products as signals of self-identities 
            The present research integrates different streams of research on consumers’ use of 
brands as signals of self-identities, i.e., research on brands as signals of status, as signals of 
affiliation, and as signals of divergence. In doing so, it allows to investigate the effects of 
cultural influence (as measured in self-construal type and social dominance orientation) on the 
constructs of status consumption, susceptibility to interpersonal influence, and consumer need 
for uniqueness. In addition, it examines whether and how the three constructs are related to 
the construct of brand engagement in self-concept. In other words, it is the first empirical 
study to investigate the extent to which consumers’ use of brands as signals of self-identities 
is related to self-brand connections.   
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            Findings are particularly relevant to theorizing on the use of brands as signals of self-
identities for three reasons. First, the finding that Koreans score significantly higher than 
Germans on consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SUSCEP), particularly on the 
SUSCEP normative influence subdimension, provides empirical support for theorizing by 
Wong and Ahuvia (1998). Wong and Ahuvia (1998) point out that East Asian consumers are 
inclined to consume specific branded products (e.g., luxury brands), because they are 
particularly concerned with other people’s perceptions of them and with the maintenance of 
their own status and ‘face’. 
 
            Second, the finding that Germans and Koreans do not differ in consumer need for 
uniqueness challenges prior theorizing that East Asians value conformity over uniqueness 
seeking (e.g., Kim & Markus, 1999). It may be linked to the finding that both Koreans and 
Germans score higher on independence in self-construal than on interdependence in self-
construal. Experimental research by Aaker and Schmitt (2001) shows that individuals with a 
dominant independent self-construal are more likely to value unique products than individuals 
with a dominant interdependent self-construal. Accordingly, East Asian consumers, who have 
a dominant independent self-construal, may be similar to Western individualistic consumers 
in terms of need for uniqueness. Thus, instead of simply linking individuals’ need for 
uniqueness to individualism and linking individuals’ preference for conformity to collectivism, 
theorizing should take the role of dominant self-construal into account.  
 
           Third, findings of structural equation modeling provide some novel insights into 
relationships between key constructs. In particular, results of structural equation modeling 
indicate that consumer need for uniqueness mediates the influence of independent self-
construal on both brand engagement in self-concept and on positive attitude towards 
customizable branded products. In other words, consumers with a dominant independent self-
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construal and a preference for unique products are not only likely to have a positive attitude 
towards customizable branded products but also tend to incorporate important brands in their 
self-concept. Accordingly, future theorizing and research on brand engagement in self-
concept should take the role of consumer need for uniqueness into account.
 
 
6.2.4 Customization of branded products  
            The present research is the first to provide empirical evidence for cross-cultural 
differences in consumers’ attitude towards customizable branded products. Findings are 
particularly relevant, as existing theories on product customization and on benefits of 
customized products focus on consumers living in WEIRD societies (Henrich et al., 2010). 
The contribution to the literature on consumer behavior is threefold.  
 
             First, this research provides empirical evidence challenging the assumption that East 
Asian collectivistic consumers and Western individualistic consumers differ in their attitude 
towards customizable branded products. Contrary to the hypothesis that Germans score 
significantly higher than Koreans on positive attitude towards customizable branded products, 
no significant difference between the two cultural samples was found. These results may be 
linked to the finding that Koreans and Germans do not differ significantly in consumer need 
for uniqueness, which indicates that Koreans do not value conformity over uniqueness in 
consumption. Since participants of the two cultural samples were found to score similarly 
high on consumer need for uniqueness, it is possible that Koreans and Germans have a similar 
interest in purchasing customizable branded products. As prior research by Fiore et al. (2002) 
indicates, consumers with a high general preference for unique products report significantly 
higher intentions to engage in mass customization than consumers low in preference for 
unique products. In addition, research by Yoo and Park (2016) indicates that a growing 
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number of Korean consumers tend to look for customizable branded products to express their 
individuality. 
 
            Second, findings of qualitative research provide first empirical evidence indicating 
that consumers of different cultures may differ in their customization preferences and in their 
perception of customizable branded products. While Germans were found to have a 
preference for changing the branded product’s functional features, Koreans were found to 
have a preference for inconspicuous modifications in product design. Following prior 
theorizing (Li & Su, 2007; Bond et al., 2012), Koreans’ preference for inconspicuous 
modifications in product design might be linked to cultural norms of face saving and modesty. 
Germans’ preference for changing the branded product’s functional features provides support 
for prior theorizing by Schreier (2006), who notes that customized products render several 
utilitarian benefits to consumers, in particular a closer fit between individual needs and 
product characteristics (high functional fit). Moreover, Koreans and Germans were found to 
differ in their perception of customized branded products. In line with Schreier’s (2006) 
theorizing, German participants were found to ascribe identity-related meaning to customized 
products and a higher value to customized branded products than to branded standard 
products. In contrast, Korean participants were found to ascribe neither identity-related 
meaning nor higher value to customized branded products than to branded standard products. 
Following theorizing by Song and Fiore (2008), Korean consumers may not ascribe a higher 
value and identity-related meaning to customized products than to branded standard products, 
because they do not value products for their uniqueness. Thus, theorizing on product 
customization should take into account that consumers of non-Western societies may not view 
customizable branded products as beneficial as consumers of WEIRD societies do.  
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            Third, findings of qualitative research reveal differences in consumers’ preferences 
when it comes to customizing a product of a luxury brand as opposed to customizing a 
product of a mainstream brand. Specifically, Korean consumers were found to be reluctant to 
customize luxury branded products, because they are concerned that customization might 
affect the product’s signaling function. This finding can be explained with East Asians’ 
concern for enhancing and maintaining face in front of others by purchasing products of 
luxury brands (face consumption, Li & Su, 2007). In addition, it is in line with prior research 
investigating the effects of brand prominence on status signaling. Specifically, research by 
Han, Nunes, and Drèze (2010) shows that certain groups of luxury consumers, who can 
recognize products and their prices without the need for conspicuous brand displays, prefer to 
purchase luxury products with discrete branding (quiet products). Accordingly, theorizing on 
product design customization should take the role of brand category (i.e., luxury brand versus 
high street brand) into account. In particular, it should account for consumers who might not 
perceive the customization of luxury products as reasonable or beneficial.  
 
 
6.3 Managerial implications 
            Findings of this research have several important implications for international 
marketing practitioners. Firstly, marketers who aim to win Korean consumers for their brand 
should take into account that it can be difficult to build long-term customer-brand 
relationships in South Korea. Since Korean consumers may be less likely than Western 
individualistic consumers to include important brands into the self-concept, marketers might 
need to implement corporate communication strategies that stress specific benefits of the 
brand as opposed to other brands (e.g., high quality, signaling status). According to Duncan 
and Moriarty (1998), such communication strategies can contribute significantly to 
strengthening the relationship between consumers and brands. 
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            Secondly, managers aiming to introduce customizable branded fashion products to the 
Korean market should consider that Korean consumers might have little interest in 
customizing a product unless it serves as a gift. Accordingly, customizable branded products 
should be marketed by emphasizing their suitability as special gifts. Since gifts are often used 
to establish and maintain social ties in South Korea (Park, 1998), advertising should stress 
that the customized branded product can serve as a gift to superiors (e.g., directors, parents, 
professors). Given that gift-giving for maintaining social ties is equally important in other 
East Asian Confucian societies, advertising that stresses the suitability of customized branded 
products as gifts may also succeed in Taiwan, Japan, and China. Furthermore, international 
marketers may advertise customizable branded fashion products as suitable items for young 
Korean couples who wish to wear matching outfits (couple outfits). For instance, 
customizable branded clothes and accessories, such as shoes, t-shirts and bags, can be 
advertised by targeting couples.  
 
             Thirdly, international marketers should take into account that consumers of non-
Western cultures may hold attitudes of the product customization process and of customizable 
products that differ from attitudes hold by consumers in Western individualistic cultures. 
Given findings of this research, advertising that stresses merely the unique features of a 
customized product may not succeed in East Asian societies. Instead, East Asian consumers 
might need to be convinced of the advantages that a customized branded product has over a 
branded standard product (e.g., better quality thanks to the finest fabrics). Moreover, given 
findings indicating that Koreans prefer inconspicuous modifications in design when 
customizing a product due to cultural norms (i.e., face saving, modesty), East Asian 
consumers should be offered a variety of options for making inconspicuous changes in 
product design (e.g., small engravings inside of bags or wallets).   
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            Fourthly, marketers should take into account that consumers of different cultures may 
vary significantly in their customization preferences. Specifically, customization preferences 
may be related to brand category, i.e., luxury brands as a opposed to high street/mainstream 
brands. Given the findings of this research, marketers aiming to sell customizable products of 
luxury brands in South Korea should highlight the possibility for consumers to customize the 
products in a discrete way rather than in a conspicuous way. Moreover, marketers may 
optimize their product customization systems based on insights into consumers’ 
customization preferences, for instance by offering specific customization options on the 
brand’s website.   
 
 
6.4 Limitations and future research 
            This research has five main limitations. First, findings of the empirical studies are 
bound to the two cultural samples (Koreans and Germans) and may not apply to consumers of 
other Asian and Western European countries. Accordingly, inferences about consumers of 
other East Asian Confucian countries (e.g., Taiwan, Japan, China) and other Western 
European countries (e.g., France, UK) need to be drawn with caution. For instance, given that 
participants of both cultural samples were found to score relatively high on social dominance 
orientation, findings of this research may not apply to consumers of egalitarian cultures (e.g., 
Sweden, Israeli Kibbutz). Thus, future research should continue to investigate the extent to 
which consumers of different cultures differ in self-brand connections, the use of brands as 
signals of self-identities, and in attitude towards customizing branded products by involving 
cultural samples from both egalitarian and hierarchical cultures. Specifically, future studies 
should compare cultural samples that differ significantly both in self-construal and in social 
dominance orientation. Since most consumer research is based on samples coming from 
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WEIRD societies (Henrich et al., 2010), future studies which involve African and South 
American samples might yield particularly interesting results.  
 
            Second, since all research participants were recruited in major cities in their home 
countries, data of the present research may be subject to an urban bias. Given prior studies 
demonstrating that consumers living in urban areas and consumers in living in rural areas can 
significantly differ in their consumption patterns (e.g., Sun & Wu, 2004), findings of the 
present research may only be applicable to the urban populations of South Korea and 
Germany. 
 
            Third, since this research involves student samples, findings may not apply to the 
general consumer population. In particular, findings indicating that participants of both 
samples have little interest in status consumption may be due to the fact that students have 
relatively low disposable income, which may limit their interest in status consumption and in 
luxury brands. In addition, it is questionable whether “students can imagine themselves in the 
role of experienced luxury consumers” (Heine, 2010, p. 132). Thus, future cross-cultural 
studies may test findings of this research by involving cultural samples that include 
consumers of luxury brands.  
 
            Fourth, the present research is based on self-report method, i.e., participants report 
their feelings, attitudes and beliefs about a specific topic in questionnaires and semi-structured 
interviews. As discussed earlier in section 3.3.2 of this thesis, this method is prone to response 
biases, such as socially desirable responding (e.g., Hui & Triandis, 1986). Future research 
may test findings of this research by using implicit measures of attitude, such as the implicit 
association test (IAT, Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), which measures the strength 
of a person’s automatic association between mental representations of concepts in memory. 
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The implicit association method can reveal attitudes even for participants who prefer not to 
express them. In doing so, this method may help for instance to develop a better 
understanding of norms of face saving and modesty that affect East Asians’ attitude towards 
luxury brands and customizable branded products. 
 
            Fifth, as this research focuses on branded fashion products, findings may not be 
applicable to other types of branded products. Thus, future studies should explore cross-
cultural differences in consumers’ use of brands to signal self-identities by focusing on other 
products that are relevant to identity signaling, such as cars. 
 
 
6.5 CONCLUSION 
            By investigating the extent to which East Asian consumers and Western European 
consumers differ in their use of brands to signal self-identities and by exploring potential 
implications for product design customization and self-brand connections, the present 
research provides valuable insights relevant to both marketing theory and practice. In addition, 
it demonstrates that culture can have a profound impact on consumers’ attitudes towards and 
perceptions of (customizable) branded products. Given the growing economic importance of 
consumers living in emerging, non-Western countries, in particular in East Asia, novel 
insights into the effects of culture should be integrated in existing theories on consumer 
behavior. In particular, rather than simply categorizing consumers according to the societies 
they live in (i.e., individualistic versus collectivistic societies), theorizing on cross-cultural 
differences in consumer behavior should account for the role of dominant self-construal and 
social dominance orientation. Finally, theories should highlight that marketing strategies for 
building and improving customer-brand relationships, such as product customization, need to 
be tailored to the local consumer population in order to succeed.  
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APPENDICES 
 
A) QUESTIONNAIRE AND INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
 
1. English version
 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Hello! You are being invited to participate in an international research project spanning two 
continents. The aim of this study is to get a better understanding of the role that fashion 
brands play in your life. If you have any questions about this research, you can contact us by 
sending an email to: ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
 
CONSENT FORM 
 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You have a right to refuse to 
participate without any consequences or to discontinue your participation at any time. There 
are no risks to participating in the study, and no right or wrong answers. Your participation 
is completely anonymous and all data is kept confidential. In case of publication, your data 
will not be identifiable.  
The completion of the questionnaire will take about 10 to 15 minutes. Please make sure that 
you answer all questions of each of the five parts. 
 
If you agree to this research, please tick YES: 
□ Yes  
□ No 
  
 
 
 
Before you start, please indicate the following information: 
 
Your nationality: ______________________
 
Your age (Western age):  __________ 
 
Your sex:  
□ Female  
□ Male  
 
Your current place of residence (city name): ________________ 
 
Your occupation: ______________________ 
 
If you are a student, please indicate the subject(s) that you study (major and minor): 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Have you ever lived abroad for a year or longer? 
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If not, simply answer NO. If YES, please specify in which country / countries you used to live 
and for how long (in years). 
____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________ 
How would you rate your knowledge of luxury brands? Please circle the appropriate answer.
 
Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Part 1: Please complete the following three statements by inserting one of the numbers below. 
Each term is used only once.  
1 – High street brands (e.g., Uniqlo, Zara, H&M, Topshop) 
2 – Luxury brands 
3 – Counterfeit  
4 – Inconspicuous  
5 – Conspicuous  
 
__________ are brands for which the mere use or display brings prestige on the owner, apart from any 
functional utility. 
 
__________ products have the brand’s visible marking or large logo to ensure observers recognize the 
brand.  
 
__________ products discretely display the brand’s marking or logo. 
 
 
 
Please circle the appropriate answers in the 1-7 point scales on the right (1 = strongly disagree; 
7 = strongly agree). Bear in mind that there are no right or wrong answers. 
 
 
Part 2: This part is about the way you view yourself. 
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S
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1. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around 
me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. It is important for me to maintain harmony within my 
group. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I 
interact. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others 
are more important than my own accomplishments. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I respect people who are modest about themselves. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group 
I am in. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Even if I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid 
an argument. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the 
group. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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11. I should take into consideration my parents’ advice when 
making education/career plans. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I’m not 
happy with the group. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I am the same person at home that I am at school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with 
people I’ve just met. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I’d rather say “No” directly, than risk being 
misunderstood. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Having a lively imagination is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many 
respects. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or 
rewards. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I value being in good health above everything. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I act the same way no matter who I am with. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern 
for me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. My personal identity independent from others, is very 
important to me.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after 
I meet them, even when they are much older than I am. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and 
others to be on the bottom. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other 
groups.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. No one group should dominate in society.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at 
the top.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Group equality should not be our primary goal.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. It is unjust to try to make groups equal.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for 
different groups.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. We should work to give all groups an equal chance to 
succeed.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Part 3: The next part is about your opinion about fashion brands. 
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1. It is important that others like the products and brands I 
buy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. When buying products, I generally purchase those brands 
that I think others will approve of. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until I am sure 
my friends approve of them. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. If other people can see me using a product, I often 
purchase the brand they expect me to buy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I like to know what brands and products make good 
impressions on others. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same 
products and brands that others purchase. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. If I want to be like someone, I often try to buy the same 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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brands that they buy. 
8. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same 
products and brands they purchase. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. To make sure I buy the right product or brand, I often 
observe what others are buying and using. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. If I have little experience with a product, I often ask my 
friends about the product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I often consult other people to help choose the best 
alternative available from a product class. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I frequently gather information from friends or family 
about a product before I buy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I would buy a product just because it has status. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I am interested in new products with status. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I would pay more for a product if it had status. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The status of a product is irrelevant to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. A product is more valuable to me if it has some snob 
appeal. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Part 4: Now we would like to know more about the role that consumption plays in your life. 
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1. I often try to find a more interesting version of run-of-the-
mill products because I enjoy being original. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I often combine possessions in such a way that I create a 
personal image that cannot be duplicated. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I actively seek to develop my personal uniqueness by 
buying special products or brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Having an eye for products that are interesting and 
unusual assists me in establishing a distinctive image. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. When it comes to the products I buy and the situations in 
which I use them, I have broken customs and rules. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I have often violated the understood rules of my social 
group regarding what to buy or own. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I have often gone against the understood rules of my 
social group regarding when and how certain products are 
properly used. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I enjoy challenging the prevailing taste of people I know 
by buying something they would not seem to accept. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. When a product I own becomes popular among the 
general population, I begin to use it less. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I often try to avoid products or brands that are 
customarily bought by everyone. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. The more commonplace a product or brand is among the 
general population, the less interested I am in buying it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I often try to avoid products or brands that I know are 
bought by the general population.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I am willing to pay more for a customized, truly unique 
product of a high street brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. When customizing the design of a product from a high
street brand, I prefer making conspicuous changes instead of
discrete changes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. As a gift for a friend or family member, I rather buy a 
product from a high street brand, that I can customize for 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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him/her, instead of a standardized product. 
16. When customizing the design of a product from a luxury 
brand, I prefer making conspicuous changes instead of 
discrete changes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I am willing to pay more for a customized, truly unique 
product of a luxury brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. As a gift for a friend or family member, I rather buy a 
product from a luxury brand, that I can customize for 
him/her, instead of a standardized product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Part 5: You are almost done! Finally, please think of your favorite fashion brand(s) and 
write its/their name(s) below...  
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
... before answering the last set of questions. 
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1. I have a special bond with the brands that I like. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I consider my favorite brands to be a part of myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I often feel a personal connection between my brands and 
me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Part of me is defined by important brands in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I feel as if I have a close personal connection with the 
brands I most prefer. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I can identify with the important brands in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. There are links between the brands that I prefer and how I 
view myself. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. My favorite brands are an important indication of who I 
am. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
In your opinion, what is this research about? 
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING!  
 
We would be happy if you continue to support this research project by participating in the 
second part of this study. If you would like to contribute, please indicate your email address 
below. 
 
________________________________ 
 
NOTE: To preserve anonymity, your answers and your email address are processed 
separately 
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2. Korean version 
 
설문지 
안녕하십니까? 귀하는 두 대륙을 넘나드는 국제적인 연구 프로젝트에 참여하게 
되셨습니다. 이 연구의 목적은 패션브랜드가 당신의 삶에서 어떤 역할을 하는지에 대하여 
더 이해해보고자 하는 것입니다. 이 연구에 대해 질문이 있으시면 아래 주소로 이메일을 
보내주시기 바랍니다.  
ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
 
동의서 
본 연구에 대한 귀하의 참여는 자발적입니다. 귀하는 연구에 대한 참여를 거절할 권리가 있으며, 
언제든 참여를 중단해도 불이익을 받지 않을 것입니다. 이 연구에 참여한다고 해서 리스크를 
부담하지도 않을 것이며, 응답에는 정답이 없습니다. 귀하의 응답 내용에 대해서는 철저히 
익명성이 보장되며, 모든 데이터는 대외 비밀로 지켜집니다. 출판될 시 귀하의 데이터는 익명 
처리될 것입니다.   
 
설문 작성에는 10 내지 15분이걸릴 것으로 예상됩니다. 다섯 파트의 모든 질문에 응답해 주셔야 
합니다. 
 
이 연구에 동의하신다면, ‘예’에 표시해주십시오. 
□ 예
□ 아니오 
  
 
 
설문을 시작하기에 앞서 다음 내용을 작성해주십시오. 
 
국적: ______________________ 
 
나이 (만 나이로 쓰십시오.) __________ 
 
성별: 
□ 여성  
□ 남성 
 
현재 거주지(도시명): _______________ 
  
직업: ______________________ 
 
학생의 경우 전공 및 부전공을 적어주십시오. 
____________________________________________________________ 
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외국에서 1년 이상 체류한 경험이 있으십니까?
만약 없으면 ‘아니오’를, 있으면 체류 국가명과 체류기간(연 단위)을 적어주십시오.
____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
명품브랜드에 대해 얼마나 알고 계십니까? 해당되는 곳에 O표시 해주십시오. 
 
잘 모른다 어느 정도 안다 잘 안다 매우 잘 안다 완벽히 안다 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
파트 1: 다음 세 문장에 1~5번의 단어 중 한 개씩을 골라 삽입하여 문장을 완성하십시오. 
단어를 한 번만 쓰십시오.  
1 – SPA (예: 유니클로, 자라, H&M, 탑샵 등) 
2 – 명품  
3 – 짝퉁   
4 – 눈에 안 띄는   
5 – 눈에 띄는   
 
__________ 브랜드는 기능적인 유용성 외에도 제품을 사용하거나 보이는 것만으로도 제품을 
사용하는 소비자에게 권위를 부여한다.  
__________ 제품은 눈에띄는, 튀는 무늬나 큰 로고를 통해 보는 이로 하여금 브랜드를 알아볼 수 
있게 한다. 
 
__________ 제품은 브랜드의 무늬나 로고를 별도로 보여준다. 
 
 
 
파트 2: 첫째, 귀하는 자신을 어떻게 생각하십니까?  
오른쪽에 있는 1~7까지의 척도 중 적절한 곳에 O표시를 해주십시오. (1=전혀 동의하지 
않음 / 2=동의하지 않음 / 3=약간 동의하지 않음 / 4=모르겠음 / 5=약간 동의함 / 
6=동의함 / 7=매우 동의함). 정답은 없다는 것을 명심해주십시오. 
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1. 내 행복은 주위 사람들의행복에 의해 좌우된다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. 나는집단 내에서조화를유지하는 것을 중요하게
생각한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. 나는 나와 함께 하는 권위있는 인물들을 존경한다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. 나는 종종 나 자신의 성취보다 다른 사람들과의 관계가 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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더 중요하다고 느낀다. 
5. 나는 버스에서 내가 아는교수에게 자리를 양보하겠다.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. 나는 자기 자신에게 겸손한 사람들을 존경한다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 나는 내가 속한 집단의 이익을 위해 나 자신의 이익을 
희생할 것이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 집단 멤버들의 의견에 매우 동의하지 않더라도 나는 내
주장을 펴지 않는다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. 나는 집단 내에서 결정된사항을 존중하는 것이 
중요하다고 생각한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. 만약 내 남동생이나 여동생이 실패한다면 나는 
책임감을 느낄 것이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. 나는 학업/진로계획을 작성할 때 부모님의 조언을 
고려해야 한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. 나는 어떤 집단이 나를 필요로 한다면, 내가 그곳에 
속하고 싶지 않아도 그 집단에 있을 것이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. 나는 집에서나 학교에서나 똑같은 사람이다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. 나는 내가 만난 사람들을 직접적이고 솔직하게 대하는 
것을 선호한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. 나는 오해가 생기는 것보다 “아니오”라고 직접적으로 
말하는 것이 낫다고 본다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. 생생한 상상력을 갖는 것은 나에게 중요하다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. 나는 많은 부분에서 다른 사람들과 다르고 독특한 
것을 즐긴다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. 수업 시간에 발언하는 것은 나에게 크게 어려운 일이 
아니다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. 나는 칭찬을 받거나 수상자로 지목되는 것에 부담을 
느끼지 않는다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. 나는 건강이 최고라고 생각한다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. 나는 누구와 함께 있든 똑같이 행동한다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. 나 자신을 돌보는 일이 내겐 가장 중요한 사안이다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. 다른 사람들과는 독립된 나의 개인 정체성은 나에게 
매우 중요하다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. 나는 만난 지 얼마 안 된 사람의 이름을 편하게 부를 
수 있다. 설령 그가 나보다 훨씬 나이가 많아도 말이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. 이상적 사회는 몇몇 상위 그룹과 나머지 하위 그룹을 
필요로 한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. 몇몇 그룹 사람들은 다른 그룹 사람들에 비해 
열등하다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. 하나의 그룹이 사회를 지배해서는 안 된다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. 하위 그룹들도상위그룹들과 마찬가지로 가치있다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. 그룹 간 평등함은 우리의 우선적 목표가 되어서는 안 
된다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. 모든 그룹을 똑같은 수준으로 만드는 것은 정당하지 
못하다.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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31. 그룹 간 조건을 같게 하기 위해 할 수 있는 한 노력을 
해야 한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. 우리는 모든 그룹에게 동등한 성공 기회를 주기 위해 
노력해야 한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
파트 3: 패션 브랜드에 관한 귀하의 의견을 표시해 주십시오.  
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1. 내가 사는 브랜드와 상품을 다른 이들도 좋아해주는 
것이 중요하다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. 제품을 살 때, 다른 이들이알아보는 브랜드를 사는 
편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. 나는 상품의 브랜드 인지도가 올라갈 때까지 최신 
상품을 구입하지 않는다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. 나는 다른 이들이 내가 살 것이라고 기대하는 제품을 
사는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. 나는 사람들이 어떤 브랜드와 제품들을 좋아하는지 
알고 싶다.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. 나는 사람들이 구매하는 브랜드와 제품을 구매하면서 
소속감을 느낀다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 내가 어떤이와 비슷하고 싶다고 느낄 때, 자주 그 
사람이 쓰는 물건의 같은 브랜드를 구매한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 나는 다른 사람들과 같은브랜드의 제품을 구매하면서 
그 사람들에게 종종 동질감을 갖는다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. 내가 구매한 상품과 브랜드가 옳다고 생각하기 위해 
나는 종종 타인이 구매한 상품들을 관찰한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. 만약 구입하려는 상품에 대해 정보가 적다면, 나는
종종 친구에게 물어본다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. 나는 어떤 제품군 내에서 가능한 최선의 대안을 찾기 
위해 다른 사람의 조언을 종종 구하는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. 나는 제품을 구입하기 전에 친구나 가족들에게 정보를 
수집한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. 나는 어떤 브랜드가 명품이라면 살 것이다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. 나는 새 명품 제품에 관심이 있다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. 나는 명품에 더 지불할 용의가 있다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. 명품인지 아닌지는 나와 상관이 없다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. 고상한 분위기를 풍기는 제품에 나는  큰 가치를둔다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
파트 4: 아래는 소비형태로 본인을 어떻게 표현하는지에 대한 설문입니다.
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1. 나는 특별해 보이길 원하기 때문에 보통 제품들의 
변형된 버전을 찾는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. 나는 종종 내가 소유하고있는 제품들로 다른이들이 
따라하지 못하는 방식으로 연출한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. 나는나의 개성을발전시키기위해 특별한브랜드나
제품을 구입한다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. 나만의 이미지를 표현하기 위한 제품을 구입하는 
안목을 가지는 것은 도움이 된다.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. 나는 제품을 구입하고 사용할 때 일반적인 관습이나 
규칙들을 깨는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. 나는 친구들 사이에서 어떤 제품을 사는지에 대해 
관심이 없거나, 스스로 좋아하는 브랜드를 구매하는 
편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 나는 종종 특정 제품이 사용되는 상황과 방식에 있어, 
내 주변 사람들이 일반적으로 따르는 기준을 따르지 
않기도 한다.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 나는 일반인들이 쉽게 접하기 어려운 제품들을 사면서 
트렌드에 반항하는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. 내가 가지고 있는 제품이유명해지면, 나는 그 제품을 
덜 사용하는 편이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. 나는 종종 사람들이 관습적으로 구매하는 
브랜드일수록 구입을 피하고 싶다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. 많은 사람들이 구입하는 브랜드일수록 나는 사고 싶지 
않다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. 나는 많은 사람들이 산다는 제품을 되도록이면 
피하려고 노력한다.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. 나는 독특하고 주문제작이 가능한 SPA 브랜드에 더 
많이 지출할 수 있다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. SPA 브랜드로 가방이나 신발을 주문제작을 한다면, 
눈에 띄지 않게 하기보다는 매우 잘 드러나 보이게 디자인 
하고 싶다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. 친구나 가족의 선물로 나는 시중에 있는 제품보다 
주문제작할 수 있는 SPA 브랜드를 구입하겠다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. 명품 브랜드에서 가방이나신발을 주문제작을 한다면, 
눈에 띄지 않게 하기보다는 매우 잘 드러나 보이게 디자인 
하고 싶다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. 나는 명품 주문제작 상품에 대해서는 더 많이 지출할 
수 있다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. 친구나 가족에게 선물을 해야 할 때, 시중에 있는 
제품보다 주문 제작할 수 있는 명품을 사겠다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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파트 5: 마지막으로, 가장 좋아하는 브랜드 네임을 아래 적어주십시오.
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
 
S
tr
on
gl
y 
d
is
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
S
li
gh
tl
y 
d
is
ag
re
e 
U
n
d
ec
id
ed
 
S
li
gh
tl
y 
ag
re
e 
A
gr
ee
 
S
tr
on
gl
y 
ag
re
e 
1. 나는 특정 브랜드와 유대감을 느낀다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. 나는 내가 선호하는 브랜드가 내 일부라고 느낀다. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. 나는 내가 구매하는 브랜드와 종종 정서적인 연결을 
느끼고 있다.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. 나의 정체성의 일부는 내가 좋아하는 브랜드로 정의될 
수 있다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. 나는 내가 좋아하는 브랜드와 아주 가까이 정서적인 
연결을 느끼고 있다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. 나는 내 인생의 중요한 브랜드와 나의 정체성을 
동일시한다.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 내가 좋아하는 브랜드와 내가 나를 어떻게 생각하는지 
연결되어 있다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 내가 가장 좋아하는 브랜드는 내가 누군지 나타내는데 
중요한 요소이다. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
이 설문은 무엇에 대한 조사라고 생각하십니까? 
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
 
설문에 참여해주셔서 감사합니다! 
 
만약 이 설문프로젝트에 더 참여하고 싶으시다면, 이메일주소를 
남겨주세요. 
 
________________________________ 
 
NOTE: 익명성을 보장하기 위하여, 귀하의 답변과 이메일 주소는 분리되어 보관됩니다.  
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3. German version 
 
FRAGEBOGEN 
Guten Tag! Sie sind herzlich dazu eingeladen an einem internationalen Forschungsprojekt 
teilzunehmen, welches sich über zwei Kontinente hinweg erstreckt. Ziel dieser Studie ist es, 
ein besseres Verständnis davon zu entwickeln, welche Rolle (Mode-)Marken in Ihrem Leben 
spielen. Sollten Sie Fragen zu diesem Forschungsprojekt haben, so können Sie uns jederzeit 
per Email unter folgender Adresse kontaktieren: ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
 
 
EINVERSTÄNDNISERKLÄRUNG 
 
Ihre Teilnahme an dieser Studie ist grundsätzlich freiwillig. Sie haben das Recht die Teilnahme zu verweigern 
oder die Studie jederzeit abzubrechen. Die Teilnahme an der Studie birgt keine Risiken und es gibt weder 
richtige noch falsche Antworten. Ihre Teilnahme ist anonym und alle Ihre Angaben werden vertraulich 
behandelt. Im Falle der Publikation werden Ihre Daten nicht identifizierbar sein.  
 
Das Ausfüllen des Fragebogens dauert etwa 10 bis 15 Minuten. Bitte beantworten Sie alle Fragen in jedem 
der fünf Teile.  
 
Bitte kreuzen Sie JA an, wenn Sie mit diesen Bedingungen einverstanden sind und an der Studie teilnehmen 
möchten:
 
□ Ja 
□ Nein 
 
 
Vor Beginn der Studie haben wir ein paar allgemeine Fragen an Sie: 
 
Ihre Nationalität: ______________________
 
Ihr Alter:  __________ 
 
Ihr Geschlecht:  
□ weiblich  
□ männlich 
 
Ihr Wohnort (Name der Stadt): ________________ 
 
Ihre (Berufs-)Tätigkeit: ______________________ 
 
Sind Sie Student, so geben Sie bitte Ihr Studienfach an (Haupt- und Nebenfach):  
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Haben Sie jemals mindestens ein Jahr oder länger im Ausland gelebt? 
Ist dies nicht der Fall, so schreiben Sie bitte NEIN. Wenn JA, bitte geben Sie an, in welchem 
Land/welchen Ländern Sie gelebt haben und für wie lange (in Jahren). 
____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Wie würden Sie Ihr Wissen über Luxus-Marken einschätzen? Bitte kreuzen Sie die 
zutreffende Antwort an.  
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Schwach Befriedigend Gut Sehr gut Exzellent 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Teil 1: Bitte vervollständigen Sie die folgenden drei Sätze, indem Sie eine der 
untenstehenden Nummern einsetzen. Benutzen Sie jedes Wort nur einmal.  
 
1 – Gängige Modemarken (z.B. Uniqlo, Zara, H&M, Topshop) 
2 – Luxus-Marken 
3 – Gefälschte  
4 – Unauffällige 
5 – Auffällige 
 
 
__________ erfüllen nicht nur einen gewissen Nutzen, sondern verleihen ihrem Besitzer auch einen 
bestimmten Status. 
 
__________ Produkte haben entweder ein großes oder besonders sichtbar angebrachtes Logo, damit die 
Marke von Anderen erkannt wird.  
 
__________ Produkte haben entweder ein kleines oder ein versteckt angebrachtes Logo.  
 
 
 
 
Bitte kreuzen Sie das Zutreffende auf den folgenden Skalen von 1 bis 7 an (1 = ich stimme 
gar nicht zu und 7 = ich stimme völlig zu). Es gibt keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten. 
 
Teil 2: In diesem Teil geht es darum, wie Sie sich selbst betrachten.  
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1. Meine Zufriedenheit hängt von der Zufriedenheit der 
Menschen um mich herum ab. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Es ist wichtig für mich mit den Mitgliedern meiner
Gruppe in Einklang zu sein.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Ich habe Respekt vor Autoritätspersonen, mit denen ich 
interagiere.    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Ich habe oft das Gefühl, dass meine Beziehungen zu 
anderen Menschen wichtiger sind als meine eigenen 
Errungenschaften. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Ich würde meinen Sitzplatz im Bus meinem Professor 
anbieten.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Ich habe Respekt vor Menschen, die bescheiden sind.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Ich stelle die Interessen der Gruppe über meine eigenen.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Auch wenn ich uneins bin mit den Mitgliedern meiner 
Gruppe, vermeide ich eine Auseinandersetzung.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Es ist mir wichtig die Entscheidungen, welche von der 
Gruppe gefällt werden, zu respektieren.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Wenn mein Bruder oder meine Schwester versagt, fühle 
ich mich mitverantwortlich.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Ich sollte den Rat meiner Eltern bei der Planung von 
Ausbildung/Karriere berücksichtigen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Ich stehe hinter meiner Gruppe für den Fall, dass sie 
mich braucht, selbst wenn ich mit der Gruppe nicht 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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zufrieden bin.   
13. Ich bin die gleiche Person zuhause wie in der 
Universität.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Ich bevorzuge es direkt und offen zu sein beim Umgang 
mit Menschen, die ich gerade erst kennengelernt habe.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Ich bevorzuge es ein klares „Nein“ auszusprechen, 
anstatt zu riskieren missverstanden zu werden.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Eine lebhafte Vorstellungskraft zu haben ist mir wichtig.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Ich genieße es einzigartig zu sein und mich von Anderen 
in vielerlei Hinsicht zu unterscheiden.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Sich im Unterricht vor der Zuhörerschaft zu äußern ist 
kein Problem für mich.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Ich fühle mich wohl, wenn ich für Lob oder Belohnung 
hervorgehoben werde.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Ich schätze es über alles bei guter Gesundheit zu sein.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Ich verhalte mich immer gleich – unabhängig davon, mit 
wem ich gerade zusammen bin.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. Es ist mir ein Hauptanliegen, dass ich in der Lage bin für 
mich selbst zu sorgen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. Es ist mir sehr wichtig, dass meine eigene Identität 
unabhängig von der der Anderen ist.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. Ich fühle mich wohl dabei, jemanden, den ich kurz zuvor 
kennengelernt habe, beim Vornamen zu nennen, auch wenn 
er viel älter ist als ich.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. Eine ideale Gesellschaft braucht sowohl sozial hoch 
gestellte als auch sozial niedrig gestellte Gruppen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. Manche Gruppen von Menschen sind einfach anderen 
Gruppen unterlegen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. Keine einzelne Gruppe sollte die Gesellschaft 
dominieren.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Sozial niedrig gestellte Gruppen verdienen die gleiche 
Anerkennung wie sozial hoch gestellte Gruppen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Die Gleichberechtigung von Gruppen sollte nicht unser 
vorrangiges Ziel sein.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. Es ist ungerecht zu versuchen alle Gruppen gleich zu 
machen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. Wir sollten tun, was wir können, um gleiche 
Bedingungen für alle Gruppen zu schaffen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. Wir sollten daran arbeiten, dass alle Gruppen die gleiche 
Chance auf Erfolg haben.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Teil 3: Thema des nächsten Teils ist Ihre Meinung über Modemarken. 
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1. Es ist wichtig, dass Andere die Produkte und Marken 
mögen, die ich kaufe.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Wenn ich Produkte kaufe, wähle ich generell jene 
Marken, die bei anderen Anerkennung genießen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Ich kaufe nur selten die neueste Mode ohne mich vorher 
versichert zu haben, dass meine Freunde sie mögen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Wenn ich ein Produkt kaufe, bei dessen Benutzung mich 
Andere beobachten könnten, dann entscheide ich mich für 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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die Marke, von der ich annehme, dass andere Menschen 
erwarten, dass ich sie kaufe. 
5. Ich würde gerne wissen, welche Marken und Produkte auf 
Andere einen guten Eindruck machen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Ich empfinde ein Gefühl der Zugehörigkeit, wenn ich die 
gleichen Produkte und Marken kaufe wie Andere.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Um jemandem ähnlich zu sein, kaufe ich häufig die 
gleichen Produkte wie er/sie.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Ich identifiziere mich oft mit Anderen, indem ich die 
gleichen Produkte und Marken kaufe wie sie. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Um sicher zu gehen, dass ich das richtige Produkt oder 
die richtige Marke kaufe, beobachte ich oft, was Andere 
kaufen und benutzen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Wenn ich wenig Erfahrung mit einem Produkt habe, 
befrage ich oft meine Freunde dazu.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Häufig bitte ich Andere um Hilfe, um mich für die beste 
verfügbare Alternative zu einem Produkt zu entscheiden. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Ich sammele häufig Informationen von Freunden oder 
Familienmitgliedern über ein Produkt bevor ich es kaufe.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Ich würde ein Produkt allein aufgrund seines Images 
kaufen.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Ich interessiere mich für neue Produkte, die ein gewisses 
Ansehen haben. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Ich bin bereit mehr für ein Produkt zahlen, welches ein 
gewisses Ansehen hat.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Das Ansehen eines Produktes hat keine Bedeutung für 
mich. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Ein Produkt ist wertvoller für mich, wenn es etwas 
snobistisch wirkt.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Teil 4: Nun geht um die Rolle, die Konsum in Ihrem Leben spielt. 
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1. Ich versuche oft eine interessantere Version eines 
gewöhnlichen Produktes zu finden, weil ich es genieße 
originell zu sein.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Häufig kombiniere ich das, was ich besitze, in einer 
solchen Weise, dass ich ein Image kreiere, welches nicht 
kopiert werden kann.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Ich strebe aktiv danach meine persönliche Einzigartigkeit 
zu entwickeln, indem ich spezielle Produkte oder Marken 
kaufe.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Meine Affinität für interessante und ungewöhnliche 
Produkte hilft mir dabei ein unverwechselbares Image zu 
kreieren.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Was den Kauf von Produkten oder ihre Nutzung 
anbetrifft, verhalte ich mich eher unkonventionell.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Was Kauf oder Besitz von gewissen Produkten angeht, 
habe ich des Öfteren die unausgesprochenen Regeln meiner 
sozialen Gruppe gebrochen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Was Zeitpunkt oder Art und Weise der Benutzung von 
gewissen Produkten betrifft, halte ich mich oft nicht an die 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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unausgesprochenen Regeln meiner sozialen Gruppe 
gehalten. 
8. Ich mag es, gegen den vorherrschenden Zeitgeschmack 
von Menschen zu verstoßen, die ich kenne, indem ich etwas 
kaufe, das sie wahrscheinlich nicht akzeptieren würden.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Wenn ein Produkt, das ich besitze, in der allgemeinen 
Bevölkerung populär wird, benutze ich es seltener.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Ich versuche es zu vermeiden Produkte oder Marken zu 
kaufen, die von jedem gekauft werden.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Je verbreiteter ein Produkt oder eine Marke in der 
allgemeinen Bevölkerung ist, desto weniger bin ich daran 
interessiert es zu kaufen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Ich versuche oft jene Produkte oder Marken zu meiden, 
von denen ich weiß, dass sie von der breiten Bevölkerung 
gekauft werden.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Ich bin bereit, mehr für ein individuell angepasstes, 
wirklich einzigartiges Produkt einer gängigen Modemarke 
zu bezahlen (z.B. Uniqlo, Zara, H&M).  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Wenn ich das Design eines Produktes einer gängigen 
Modemarke individuell anpassen kann, bevorzuge ich es 
auffällige anstatt diskrete Veränderungen vorzunehmen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Als Geschenk für eine(n) Freund(in) oder ein 
Familienmitglied kaufe ich eher ein Produkt einer gängigen 
Modemarke, welches sich individuell anpassen lässt, anstatt 
eines standardisierten Produktes.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Wenn ich das Design eines Produktes einer Luxus-Marke 
individuell anpassen kann, bevorzuge ich es auffällige 
anstatt diskrete Veränderungen vorzunehmen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Ich bin bereit, mehr für ein individuell angepasstes, 
wirklich einzigartiges Produkt einer Luxus-Marke zu 
bezahlen (z.B. Chanel, Louis Vuitton). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Als Geschenk für eine(n) Freund(in) oder ein 
Familienmitglied kaufe ich eher ein Produkt einer Luxus-
Marke, welches sich individuell anpassen lässt, anstatt eines 
standardisierten Produktes. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Teil 5: Sie haben es fast geschafft! Denken Sie nun an Ihre Lieblingsmarke(n) und notieren 
Sie deren Namen...  
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
... bevor Sie zum letzten Teil des Fragebogens kommen. 
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1. Ich habe eine besondere Beziehung zu den Marken, die 
ich mag. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Ich betrachte meine Lieblingsmarken als einen Teil von 
mir.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Ich verspüre oft eine persönliche Verbindung zwischen 
meinen Marken und mir.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Ein Teil von mir definiert sich über wichtige Marken in 
meinem Leben. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Es fühlt sich an, als hätte ich eine enge persönliche 
Beziehung zu jenen Marken, die ich bevorzuge.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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6. Ich kann mich mit den Marken, die eine wichtige Rolle in 
meinem Leben spielen, identifizieren.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Es gibt einen Zusammenhang zwischen den Marken, die 
ich bevorzuge, und wie ich mich selbst sehe.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Meine Lieblingsmarken sind ein wichtiger Hinweis 
darauf, wer ich bin.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Was ist Ihrer Meinung nach das Thema dieses Forschungsprojektes? 
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
 
 
VIELEN DANK FÜR IHRE TEILNAHME!
 
Wir würden uns freuen, wenn Sie uns weiterhin bei unserem 
Forschungsprojekt unterstützen würden, indem Sie am zweiten Teil 
dieser Studie teilnehmen. Wenn Sie teilnehmen möchten, so hinterlassen 
Sie bitte Ihre E-Mail-Adresse. 
 
________________________________ 
 
HINWEIS: Um Ihre Anonymität zu wahren, werden Ihre Angaben im Fragebogen und Ihre 
E-Mail-Adresse separat verarbeitet.
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B) INTERVIEW TOPIC GUIDE AND INFORMED CONSENT 
FORM 
 
1. English version 
 
Interview Topic Guide  
 
Interviewer  
• I am interested in your view on customizing branded products. This interview will take 
about 30 minutes and you may withdraw from it at any time.
• I am simply interested in your opinion and feelings on this topic and I appreciate 
anything that comes to your mind. 
• Please read the consent form carefully. By signing, you agree to this research. 
• Do you have any questions before starting the interview? 
 
1. Introductory questions  
• Could you describe what kind of role fashion brands play in your life?  
• Could you describe your most recent purchase and the reasons for buying the product? 
 
2. Knowledge about customization and experiences with customizing products 
• What do you associate with the term customization? 
• Could you describe some examples of customizable products? 
• Could you describe why and where you purchased a customized product?  
 
3. Interest in customizing branded products and willingness to pay 
• What do you think about purchasing products that you can customize before the 
purchase? 
• Could you describe for what reasons you would customize a product? 
• What do you think others (e.g., your friends, colleagues, family members) might think 
if you used a customized product, e.g., a customized bag/wallet? 
• Could you describe a particular occasion on which you would like to customize a 
product?  
• Would you rather buy a luxury branded product that you can customize before the 
purchase than a standardized luxury item? 
• What would a customized product of your favorite brand mean to you in comparison 
to a standardized product?  
• Could you describe in which cases you would be willing to pay more for a 
customizable product than for a standardized product? 
• Would you prefer customizing the design of a product on the brand’s website or in 
designated stores? Please describe. 
• Could you describe what you would do and feel if you were given the opportunity to 
customize a product without no additional costs? (if necessary, pictures are provided; 
picture A, picture B) 
 
4. Customization preferences 
• What do you think of customizing a product by choosing material of superior quality?  
• What do you think of personalizing the product by having your name or initials 
engraved or imprinted?            
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• Would you purchase a customized product of a high street brand that clearly differs 
from the standardized version that other people possess? Why (not)? 
• What do you think others might think about you if you were wearing such an item of a 
high street brand? 
• Would you purchase a customized product of a luxury brand that clearly differs from 
the standardized version that other people possess?  
• What do you think others might think about you if you were wearing such an item of a 
luxury brand? Why do you think so? 
 
5. Closing remarks and thanks  
• We discussed a broad range of questions concerning the customization of branded 
products. Are there any aspects that we have not covered yet? 
• Please answer two short demographic questions. 
• How old are you?  
• What is your occupation?  
• Many thanks for taking your time for this interview. If you have further questions or if 
you would like to learn more about this research, you may contact me by e-mail.  
 
 
 
 
CONSENT FORM 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
I am a PhD student at ESCP Europe and Pantheon-Sorbonne University in Paris, 
France. I would like to invite you to participate in an international research project 
spanning two continents.  
 
This interview about customizing branded products will take about 30 minutes. You 
have a right to refuse to participate without any consequences or to discontinue your 
participation at any time. There are no risks to participating in the study, and no 
right or wrong answers. 
 
This interview will be audio recorded. All information that you provide will be treated 
as confidential and your data will not be identifiable. Direct quotes from the interview 
in publications and presentations arising from this study will be anonymized.  
 
If you have any questions about this research, you can contact us by sending an 
email to: ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
 
 
 
Please sign below 
if you are willing to participate in this research  
 
 
 
_________________                  _________________                       ____________    
 Name of Participant                           Signature                                        Date 
 
 
  303 
2. Korean version 
 
심층면접안내자료
 
면접 조사자  
• 이 심층면접은 고객 맞춤형 주문제작 제품에 관한 의견을 듣고자 마련되었습니다. 
이 심층면접은 30분 가량 소요되며, 귀하는 언제든 중단할 수 있으며 이에 따른 
불이익은 없을 것입니다.  
• 이 조사는, 오직 고객 맞춤형 주문제작 제품에 관한 여러분의 의견이나 느낌을 
알고자 하는 것이므로, 떠오르는 생각을 솔직히 답변해 주시기 바랍니다. 
• 아래의 사항을 주의깊게 읽으신 후 이 연구에 참여하는것을 동의하시면 
서명해주십시오.  
• 면접조사를 시작하기 전에 질문있으십니까? 
 
1. 도입 질문  
• 패션 브랜드는 귀하의 삶에서어떤 역할을 합니까? 
• 가장 최근에 구매한 제품은 무엇이며, 구매한 이유는 무엇입니까? 
 
2. 고객 맞춤형 주문제작 제품에 대한 지식 및 경험  
• 주문제작 제품에 대해 무엇이연상되십니까?  
• 주문제작이 가능할 것 같은 제품 몇 가지만예를 들어주시겠습니까? 
• 주문제작 제품을 어디서 구매하셨습니까? 구매한 이유는 무엇입니까? 
 
3. 고객맞춤형 주문제작 제품에 대한 관심 및 지불의사  
• 사전에 주문제작을 할 수 있는 맞춤형 제품을 사는 이유는 무엇이라고 보십니까? 
• 귀하께서 주문제작을 한다면, 그 이유는 무엇입니까? 
• 귀하께서 가방/지갑과 같은 제품을 주문제작했다면, 다른 사람들 (예: 친구,  동료, 
가족)은이에대해어떤생각을가질것같습니까?
• 귀하께서맞춤형제품을사고싶은특별한경우가있다면언제입니까?
• 구매전주문제작이가능한럭셔리브랜드제품을구매하시겠습니까? 아니면
주문제작을하지않는표준형럭셔리브랜드제품을구매하시겠습니까?
• 주문제작을하지않는표준형제품과비교하여, 귀하께서선호하는브랜드의맞춤형
제품은 귀하께 어떤 의미를 가질 것 같습니까? 
• 어떤 경우에 표준형 제품보다주문제작 제품을 더 비싸게 사고 싶으십니까? 
• 디자인 주문제작을 한다면 주문하는 장소는 브랜드의 웹사이트와 매장, 어느 곳을 
선호하십니까? 그 이유는 무엇입니까? 좀설명해 주세요.  
• 추가 비용 없이 주문제작을 할 수 있는 기회가 생긴다면 어떤 생각을 갖게 될 것이며, 
어떻게 행동할 것 같습니까? (필요하면 그림을 보여준다; 그림 A, 그림 B) 
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4.주문제작선호도
• 귀하는고급소재를사용하여제품을주문제작하는것에대해어떻게
생각하십니까?
• 귀하는 이름이나 이니셜을 새겨 본인만의제품을 만드는 것에 대해 어떻게  
            생각하십니까? 
• 귀하는 SPA브랜드의 주문제작형 제품이 다른 사람들이 많이 갖고 있는 표준형 
제품과 확연히 구분된다면, 구매할 의사가 있습니까? 왜 그렇게 생각하십니까?  
• 그 제품을 착용했을 때, 다른 사람들이 귀하에 대해 어떻게 생각할 것 같습니까? 
• 귀하는 명품 브랜드의 주문제작형 제품이다른 사람들이 많이 갖고 있는 표준형 
제품과 확연히 구분된다면, 구매할 의사가 있습니까? 왜 그렇게 생각하십니까?  
• 그 제품을 착용했을 때, 다른 사람들은 당신에 대해 어떻게 생각할 것 같습니까? 
 
5. 맺음말 및 감사의 말   
• 지금까지 브랜드 제품의 고객맞춤형 주문제작에 관한 여러 가지 다양한 질문을 
드렸습니다. 혹시 지금까지 제시된 문제 이외의 질문이 있습니까?  
• 다음 두 가지 인구통계학적 질문에 대답해 주십시오. 
• 연령은 몇 세입니까? 
• 직업은 무엇입니까? 
• 이 심층 면접에 시간을 할애해 주셔서 대단히 감사합니다. 질문이 있거나 이 연구에  
 대해 궁금한 점이 있으면, 다음의 주소로 이메일을 보내주십시오.  
 
 
 
 
 
동의서 
 
안녕하세요. 저는 프랑스 파리의 ESCP Europe (파리 고등 상업 학교)와 판테옹-소르본 
대학(파리 1대학) 박사과정에 재학중인 대학원생입니다. 저는 유럽 및 아시아 두 대륙간
국제 연구 과제를 수행함에 있어 귀하의 참여를 청하는 바입니다. 
이 심층 면접은 브랜드 제품의 고객맞춤형 주문제작에 관한 것으로, 약 30분 가량
소요될 예정입니다. 귀하는 이 인터뷰를 조건 없이 거부할 권리가 있으며, 도중에
중단하여도 아무런 불이익이 없을 것입니다. 이 연구에 참여하는 것에는 아무런 위험
부담이 없으며, 여러분의 답변에는 정답도 오답도 없습니다. 
 
이 심층면접은 녹음될 것이나, 귀하가 제공하는 모든 정보는 철저히 비밀보장이 되며, 
데이터는 개인 식별이 되지 않도록 처리가 될 것입니다. 심층 면접시의 답변은 이 연구 
논문에 직접 인용이 될 수도 있으나, 논문 출판이나 학술 회의 발표 등의 경우, 이러한 
직접 인용은 철저히 익명으로 처리될 것입니다.  
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이 연구에 관해 질문이 있을 경우, 다음의 주소로 이메일을 보내주시기 바랍니다.  
ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
 
이 연구에 참여하기를 희망하신다면 아래에 서명에 주십시오. 
 
 
 
_________________                   _________________                      ____________    
              이름                                              서명                                            날짜  
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3. German version 
 
Interview-Leitfaden 
 
Interviewer 
• Ich interessiere mich für Ihre Einstellung gegenüber der individuellen Anpassung des
Designs von Markenprodukten, auch „customization“ genannt. Dieses Interview wird ca. 
30 Minuten dauern und Sie können jederzeit Ihre Teilnahme abbrechen. 
• Ich bin lediglich daran interessiert, Ihre Meinung zu hören und zu erfahren, welche 
Gefühle Sie mit diesem Thema verbinden. Sie können alles äußern, was Ihnen dazu 
einfällt.  
• Bitte lesen Sie die Einverständniserklärung aufmerksam. Mit Ihrer Unterschrift bestätigen 
Sie Ihre Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprojekt.  
• Haben Sie noch Fragen bevor wir mit dem Interview beginnen? 
 
1. Einleitende Fragen 
• Könnten Sie bitte beschreiben, welche Rolle Modemarken in Ihrem Leben spielen? 
• Könnten Sie bitte beschreiben, welches Produkt Sie zuletzt gekauft haben und warum? 
 
2. Wissen über Customization und Erfahrungen mit der individuellen Anpassung von 
Produkten 
• Was assoziieren Sie mit dem Begriff der individuellen Anpassung, der sogenannten 
„customization“ von Produkten? 
• Könnten Sie ein paar Beispiele von individuell anpassbaren (d.h. customizable) 
Produkten geben und diese beschreiben? 
• Könnten Sie bitte beschreiben warum und wo Sie ein Ihren Wünschen entsprechend 
anpassbares Produkt gekauft haben?  
 
3. Interesse an individuell anpassbaren Markenprodukten 
• Was halten Sie von Produkten, die Sie vor dem Kauf Ihren individuellen Wünschen 
anpassen können?
• Könnten Sie beschreiben, aus welchen Gründen Sie ein Produkt individuell anpassen 
würden? 
• Was meinen Sie, würden Andere (z.B. Ihre Freunde, Kollegen oder 
Familienmitglieder) denken, wenn Sie ein individuell angepasstes (d.h. customized) 
Produkt benutzen würden, z.B. eine Tasche oder eine Geldbörse? 
• Könnten Sie bitte beschreiben, bei welcher Gelegenheit Sie ein Produkt gerne 
individuell anpassen würden? 
• Würden Sie ein Produkt einer Luxus-Marke, welches Sie vor dem Kauf individuell 
anpassen können, einem standardisierten Produkt vorziehen?  
• Was würde Ihnen ein individuell angepasstes Produkt im Vergleich zu einem 
standardisierten Produkt bedeuten?
• Könnten Sie beschreiben, in welchem Fall Sie dazu bereit wären mehr für ein 
individuell anpassbares Produkt zu bezahlen als für ein standardisiertes Produkt? 
• Würden Sie das Design eines Produktes gerne auf der Internetseite der Marke 
individuell verändern oder lieber in einem entsprechenden Laden? Bitte beschreiben 
Sie. 
• Könnten Sie beschreiben, was Sie fühlen würden, wenn Sie die Gelegenheit hätten ein 
Produkt ohne zusätzliche Kosten Ihren Wünschen anzupassen? (wenn nötig können Bilder 
zur Verfügung gestellt werden; Bild A, Bild B) 
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4. Präferenzen bei der individuellen Anpassung von Markenprodukten  
• Was halten Sie davon, ein Produkt individuell anpassen zu können, indem Sie ein 
hochwertiges Material wählen? 
• Was halten Sie davon, ein Produkt individuell gestalten zu können, indem Sie Ihren  
             Namen oder Ihre Initialen eingravieren oder aufdrucken lassen? 
• Würden Sie ein individuell angepasstes Produkt einer gängigen Modemarke kaufen, 
welches sich eindeutig von der standardisierten Version, die Andere besitzen, 
unterscheidet? Warum (nicht)? 
• Was könnten Ihrer Meinung nach Andere über Sie denken, wenn Sie ein solches 
Markenprodukt tragen oder benutzen würden?  
• Würden Sie ein individuell angepasstes Produkt einer Luxus-Marke kaufen, welches sich 
eindeutig von der standardisierten Version, die Andere besitzen, unterscheidet? Warum 
(nicht)? 
• Was könnten Ihrer Meinung nach Andere über Sie denken, wenn Sie ein solches 
Luxusprodukt tragen oder benutzen würden?  
 
5. Abschließende Worte und Dank 
• Wir haben eine große Bandbreite an Fragen über die individuelle Anpassung 
(customization) von Markenprodukten besprochen. Gibt es noch Aspekte, die wir Ihrer 
Meinung nach noch nicht angesprochen haben? 
• Bitte beantworten Sie zwei kurze demografische Fragen. 
• Wie alt sind Sie?
• Was ist Ihr Beruf? 
• Herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich die Zeit genommen haben an diesem Interview  
 teilzunehmen. Wenn Sie noch weitere Fragen haben oder mehr über dieses  
 Forschungsprojekt erfahren möchten, so können Sie mich per E-mail erreichen. 
 
 
 
 
EINVERSTÄNDNISERKLÄRUNG 
 
Sehr geehrte/r Teilnehmer/in, 
 
ich promoviere an der ESCP Europe und an der Universität 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne in 
Paris, Frankreich. Ich lade sie hiermit zur Teilnahme an einem internationalen 
Forschungsprojekt ein, welches sich über zwei Kontinente hinweg erstreckt.  
 
Thema dieses Interviews, welches ca. 30 Minuten dauern wird, ist die individuelle 
Anpassung von Markenprodukten (engl. customization). Sie können zu jedem 
Zeitpunkt ohne jegliche Konsequenzen Ihre Teilnahme verweigern abbrechen. Ihre 
Teilnahme birgt keine Risiken und es gibt keine richtigen oder falschen 
Antworten.  
 
Das Interview wird als Audio-Datei aufgezeichnet. Alle Informationen, die Sie zur 
Verfügung stellen, werden vertraulich behandelt und Ihre Daten werden nicht 
identifizierbar sein. Direkte Zitate werden in Publikationen und Präsentationen 
anonymisiert verwendet.  
 
Sollten Sie weitere Fragen zu diesem Forschungsprojekt haben, so können Sie sich
jederzeit unter folgender Adresse an uns wenden. 
ann_kristin.rhode@edu.escpeurope.eu 
  308 
 
Bitte unterzeichnen Sie unten,  
wenn Sie mit der Teilnahme am Forschungsprojekt einverstanden sind. 
 
 
 
 
_________________                    _________________                    ____________   
    Name des/der                                   Unterschrift                                      Datum
    Teilnehmer/in 
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4. Illustration material 
 
Picture A / 그림 A / Bild A: 
 
 
 
Picture B / 그림 B / Bild B: 
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C) THEMATIC ANALYSES  
 
1. Study 2A, codes and initial themes 
  
Codes Initial themes  
- interest in customization 
- lack of customization experience  
- expressing taste 
- not trendy 
- gift-giving 
- ring 
- bracelet 
- meaning of the gift 
- significant others 
- superiors 
- expressing  
  gratitude 
- expressing love 
- engraving service 
- recipient 
- risk 
- couple outfit 
Korean consumers’ motivation to customize branded 
fashion products 
- inconspicuous 
- color 
- pattern 
- engraving initials 
- personalization 
- willingness to pay more 
- custom tailoring 
- countrified 
- customizing online 
- customizing in stores 
- customer service 
- product value 
- (hand)bag 
- shoes
- pen 
- t-shirt 
- watch
- wallet 
Korean consumers’ preferences when customizing branded 
fashion products  
- standing out 
- time-consuming 
- cumbersome 
- burden 
- embarrassment / shame 
- similarity to others
- others possessing the same product 
- attitude / reactions of others 
Reasons for Korean consumers’ customization preferences 
 
 
2. Study 2A, codebook 
 
Themes Refined sub-themes Description Sample (Quote) 
The practicability of the 
product design 
customization process 
Costs  Koreans associate 
additional costs with 
product design 
customization 
“Well, it might help to 
express your personality. 
But it’s too tiresome and 
it’s expensive. You can 
easily express your personal 
style by combining some 
basic items.” (Participant  
10, male) 
Time Koreans view the 
customization process as
“I have to take part in the 
design process. Because it’s
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time-consuming so time-consuming, I think 
it’s tiresome.” (Participant
6, female) 
Effort Koreans view the 
customization process as 
troublesome
“I might want to have it, but 
it’s troublesome.” 
(Participant 6, female)
Trendy Koreans view customized 
products as not trendy  
“No, I wouldn’t buy [a 
customized product of a 
mainstream brand or a 
luxury brand].
Because…eumh… because 
creating such a product 
takes time and because 
brands launch  
products with new designs 
very quickly. So even if I 
customized an item, I 
wouldn’t wear  
it for a very long time.” 
(Participant 1, female) 
The use of customized 
products to maintain social 
ties 
Gift-giving Koreans would customize 
branded products for gift-
giving  
“Mmh… only if I want to 
buy a special gift for 
someone (…), then I would 
customize a branded 
product.” (Participant 7, 
male) 
Couple outfits Koreans would customize 
branded products to create 
couple outfits 
So, couples could select the 
leather, the design before 
the purchase. I think that  
might work very well...”  
(Participant 7, male) 
The perceived 
characteristics of 
customized branded fashion 
products 
Inconspicuous changes Koreans prefer 
inconspicuous changes in 
product design over 
conspicuous changes 
“Still, I wouldn’t do it. 
Maybe this is related to 
Korean culture… sticking 
out, differentiating oneself 
from others… I don’t like 
that at all. I don’t like the 
feeling of attracting 
attention among others. 
And when it comes to 
changing the product 
design…I don’t feel like I 
need that.” (Participant 3, 
male) 
No identity-related meaning Koreans do not ascribe 
identity-related meaning to 
customized branded 
products 
“I don’t think it would have 
a particular meaning to me. 
I would simply use it for a 
longer period of time and it 
might have a better 
quality.” (Participant 10, 
male) 
No increased value Koreans do not ascribe a 
higher value to customized 
branded products than to 
branded standard products
“Mmh… it wouldn’t have 
any special meaning to me. 
Customization has to me no 
additional value. I don’t see
any difference in meaning 
between a customized and a 
standard product.” 
(Participant 3, female) 
Dislike of initials Koreans dislike products 
featuring highly visible 
initials 
“Mmh… it’s mbarrassing... 
I would feel ashamed. And 
if I got my initials engraved 
like… K. J. J. or J. J. K., I 
think it does not have any 
special value. I think I do 
not need to show others my 
name.”  (Participant 4, 
female)
  312 
3. Study 2B, codes and initial themes  
 
Codes Initial themes 
- time-consuming 
- enjoyable experience 
- online market place 
- brand’s website 
- fun 
- pride 
- personal treat 
- appealing standard design 
- affordability 
- expressing wealth 
- expressing personality 
- standing out 
- particular event 
- increasing satisfaction 
- improving fit 
- improving functionality 
- sports clothes 
- fair trade  
- sustainable material 
- extended period of usage 
- signaling effect  
- willingness to pay more 
- sports team
- food / drink packages 
- necklace 
- special gift 
- significant others 
- recipient’s taste 
- ring 
- bracelet 
- homemade product 
- the product’s value  
- souvenir 
- expression of love 
German consumers’ motivation to customize branded 
fashion products 
- functional features
- color 
- pattern 
- high-quality material 
- custom tailoring 
- inconspicuous 
- engraving initials 
- small font 
- customizing online 
- customizing in stores 
- customer advice  
- haptic experience 
- bag 
- shoes
- t-shirt 
- blazer 
- jumper 
- watch 
- wallet 
German consumers’ preferences when customizing branded 
fashion products 
- functionality  
- markers  
- perfect fit 
- price-value ratio 
- return 
- convenience 
- complexity of the product 
Reasons for German consumers’ customization preferences 
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4. Study 2B, codebook 
 
Themes Refined sub-themes Description Sample (Quote) 
The functionality of the 
product design 
customization process 
Functional features  Germans would customize 
functional features of the 
branded product 
“Especially when it comes 
to wallets, I often have the 
problem that I don’t like the 
color or it does not have 
enough pockets for credit 
cards, etc.” (Participant 12, 
male)
Special occasions Germans would customize 
branded products for special 
occasions 
“Maybe if there is a 
particular event, for 
instance everybody is asked 
to wear a blue dress.
In such a case, I would 
invest the time in effort. But 
not for an item that I wear 
in everyday life. For 
instance, if your outfit has a 
very particular color and 
you need a pair 
of shoes that goes well with 
the outfit. In other words, if 
you have problems to find 
such a ready-to-wear 
product.” (Participant 17, 
female)
Unique gifts Germans view customized 
branded products as unique 
gifts 
“As a gift, I think it’s very 
nice. It shows that you’re 
willing to go an extra mile 
and that you think about the 
recipient’s preferences. A t-
shirt featuring a particular 
print will be more personal 
than an ordinary t-shirt. I 
think for such a purpose 
product customization is  
quite useful.” (Participant 
14, male) 
Initials as markers Germans would customize
branded products by adding 
initials as markers 
“But embroidered initials
turn the shoes into 
something unique and they 
help you to identify your 
shoes when your looking 
for them in the team’s 
changing room.”  
(Participant 14, male) 
The perceived 
characteristics of 
customized branded fashion 
products 
Identity-related meaning Germans view customized 
branded products as having 
identity-related meaning 
“I think one might tend to 
wear such a customized 
product for an extended 
period of time because you 
may have a special bond 
with the item. After all, you 
have invested time in 
customizing the products 
according to your personal 
needs...” (Participant 12, 
male) 
Increased value Germans ascribe a higher 
value to customized 
branded products than to 
branded standard products 
“A customized product can 
have a high value – perhaps 
the product price is not very 
high, but such a gift does 
have some additional 
personal value.” 
(Participant 20, female) 
Expressing individuality Germans view customized 
products as means to 
“I think what is most 
important for me when it 
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express individuality comes to customizing is the 
functional aspect and the
fact that the product is 
tailored according to my 
personal taste.” (Participant 
18, female) 
 
 
 
 
5. Cross-cultural thematic analysis 
 
Commonalities and differences between Korean and German consumers 
 
Commonalities  Differences  
Little interest in customizing fashion products of 
luxury brands
Koreans do not perceive customized products as 
having identity-related meaning and as higher in value 
than branded standard products, whereas Germans 
perceive customized products as having identity-
related meaning and as higher in value than branded 
standard products  
Motivation to customize branded fashion products for 
gift-giving
Koreans show a preference for inconspicuous forms of 
product customization, whereas Germans show a
preference for customizing functional features of the 
branded product 
 Koreans hold a negative view of the product 
customization process (time-consuming, costly, 
tiresome), whereas Germans hold a positive view of 
the product customization process (fun, rewarding 
experience, pride of accomplishment) 
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D) STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING  
 
1. Study 1A, SEM output (proposed conceptual model) 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 21 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 21): 15 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 12.856 
Degrees of freedom = 15 
Probability level = .613 
 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
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Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 21 12.856 15 .613 .857 
Saturated model 36 .000 0
Independence model 8 241.845 28 .000 8.637 
RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 2.581 .970 .929 .404 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 21.147 .590 .472 .459 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .947 .901 1.009 1.019 1.000 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .536 .507 .536 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .000 .000 10.001 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 213.845 167.871 267.293 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .126 .000 .000 .098 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 2.371 2.097 1.646 2.621
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .000 .000 .081 .810 
Independence model .274 .242 .306 .000 
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AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 54.856 58.921 110.185 131.185 
Saturated model 72.000 78.968 166.850 202.850 
Independence model 257.845 259.394 278.923 286.923 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .538 .559 .657 .578 
Saturated model .706 .706 .706 .774 
Independence model 2.528 2.077 3.052 2.543 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 199 243 
Independence model 18 21 
Variable Summary (Group number 1)
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables
SUSCEP_NOR 
SDO_pro_Do 
CNFU 
STATUS 
BESC 
CUSTOM 
Observed. exogenous variables 
IND 
INTERD 
Unobserved. exogenous variables
e2 
e1 
e6 
e3 
e5 
e4 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 14 
Number of observed variables: 8 
Number of unobserved variables: 6 
Number of exogenous variables: 8 
Number of endogenous variables: 6
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Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 13 0 8 0 0 21 
Total 19 0 8 0 0 27 
 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
INTERD 28.000 72.000 -.503 -2.083 .927 1.920 
IND 31.000 74.000 -.122 -.505 -.367 -.759 
SDO_pro_Do 2.000 12.000 -.067 -.279 -1.167 -2.417 
SUSCEP_NOR 9.000 47.000 .297 1.233 -.501 -1.039 
STATUS 6.000 30.000 .346 1.435 -.661 -1.370 
CNFU 23.000 74.000 .371 1.536 -.389 -.807 
CUSTOM 7.000 35.000 -.180 -.747 -.201 -.417 
BESC 8.000 46.000 .596 2.469 -.777 -1.610 
Multivariate  .411 .165 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
75 20.747 .008 .556 
40 18.985 .015 .456 
9 17.883 .022 .399
61 17.779 .023 .212 
41 17.395 .026 .135 
3 16.211 .039 .222 
94 15.931 .043 .161 
85 15.528 .050 .140 
103 14.427 .071 .313 
67 13.895 .085 .373 
13 13.430 .098 .428 
28 12.772 .120 .588 
72 12.407 .134 .635 
19 12.130 .146 .651 
82 11.614 .169 .776 
80 11.459 .177 .755 
88 11.328 .184 .726 
49 11.224 .189 .685 
15 11.102 .196 .654 
81 10.960 .204 .636 
97 10.747 .216 .659 
59 10.737 .217 .572 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
25 10.204 .251 .774 
23 9.979 .267 .810
76 9.774 .281 .836 
8 9.527 .300 .877 
36 9.404 .309 .875 
84 9.297 .318 .867 
46 9.005 .342 .920 
58 8.964 .345 .897 
64 8.947 .347 .861 
11 8.782 .361 .879 
90 8.728 .366 .855 
89 8.638 .374 .846 
38 8.621 .375 .800 
71 8.584 .379 .760 
44 8.531 .383 .726 
10 8.342 .401 .775 
101 8.271 .407 .755 
48 8.220 .412 .722 
26 8.120 .422 .721 
53 8.020 .432 .720 
68 7.977 .436 .680 
14 7.919 .441 .650
21 7.824 .451 .649 
24 7.704 .463 .666 
65 7.667 .467 .621 
52 7.600 .474 .598 
2 7.469 .487 .628 
96 7.448 .489 .568 
87 7.385 .496 .544 
32 7.369 .497 .479 
60 7.338 .501 .427 
35 7.214 .514 .454 
99 7.142 .521 .438 
12 7.111 .525 .388 
91 7.012 .535 .395 
93 6.968 .540 .357 
31 6.583 .582 .617 
47 6.579 .583 .543 
79 6.573 .583 .469 
77 6.355 .608 .589 
78 6.265 .618 .592 
29 6.195 .625 .578
98 6.167 .629 .523 
50 6.129 .633 .477 
51 5.721 .678 .764 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
56 5.652 .686 .752 
86 5.458 .708 .830
42 5.451 .708 .776 
63 5.421 .712 .733 
100 5.406 .713 .672 
74 5.376 .717 .619 
73 5.368 .718 .542 
17 5.304 .725 .519 
27 5.293 .726 .442 
37 5.279 .727 .369 
66 5.229 .733 .332 
54 5.207 .735 .272 
39 5.194 .737 .211 
70 5.127 .744 .192 
83 4.933 .765 .267 
1 4.882 .770 .231 
6 4.878 .771 .166 
57 4.824 .776 .140 
43 4.784 .780 .109 
4 4.752 .784 .080 
16 4.731 .786 .053 
20 4.718 .787 .032
45 4.628 .797 .029 
22 4.274 .832 .097 
92 4.151 .843 .100 
18 4.139 .844 .060 
69 4.040 .854 .053 
55 3.711 .882 .131 
34 3.677 .885 .083 
5 3.607 .891 .058 
30 3.283 .915 .123 
62 3.232 .919 .073 
33 3.088 .929 .059 
 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND .021 .089 .232 .816 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .398 .102 3.914 *** 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .094 .033 2.840 .005 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
CNFU <--- IND .479 .108 4.451 *** 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .493 .120 4.115 ***
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .168 .174 .966 .334 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .405 .055 7.385 *** 
CNFU <--- INTERD -.347 .132 -2.627 .009 
BESC <--- STATUS .305 .132 2.317 .021 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .502 .093 5.370 *** 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .271 .079 3.423 *** 
BESC <--- CNFU .379 .057 6.599 *** 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .151 .041 3.685 *** 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND .021 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .361 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .271 
CNFU <--- IND .375 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .372 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .077 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .588 
CNFU <--- INTERD -.237 
BESC <--- STATUS .177 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .424 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .302 
BESC <--- CNFU .425 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .325 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IND 81.528 11.416 7.141 *** 
INTERD 62.346 8.730 7.141 *** 
e2 6.995 .979 7.141 *** 
e1 65.841 9.220 7.141 *** 
e6 96.445 13.505 7.141 *** 
e3 22.988 3.219 7.141 *** 
e5 22.316 3.125 7.141 *** 
e4 41.018 5.744 7.141 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO_pro_Do .073 
SUSCEP_NOR .131 
STATUS .360 
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Estimate 
CNFU .277 
CUSTOM .230
BESC .613 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .398 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .177 .008 .168 .405 .000 .000 
CNFU -.151 .490 .000 .493 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .025 .076 .045 .184 .271 .151 
BESC .197 .199 .051 .812 .305 .379 
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .271 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .361 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .233 .013 .077 .588 .000 .000 
CNFU -.103 .383 .000 .372 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .037 .128 .023 .298 .302 .325 
BESC .151 .174 .014 .686 .177 .425 
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .398 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .168 .405 .000 .000 
CNFU -.347 .479 .000 .493 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .271 .151 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .502 .305 .379 
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .271 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .361 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .077 .588 .000 .000 
CNFU -.237 .375 .000 .372 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .302 .325 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .424 .177 .425 
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .177 .008 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .196 .010 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .025 .076 .045 .184 .000 .000 
BESC .197 .199 .051 .310 .000 .000 
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .233 .013 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .134 .008 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .037 .128 .023 .298 .000 .000 
BESC .151 .174 .014 .262 .000 .000 
 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteration 
 
Negative 
eigenvalues 
Condition # 
Smallest 
eigenvalue 
Diameter F NTries Ratio 
0 e 1 -.097 9999.000 166.583 0 9999.000 
1 e 0 8.646 .822 39.201 18 .921 
2 e 0 17.551 .459 17.960 2 .000 
3 e 0 9.862 .137 13.210 1 1.101 
4 e 0 9.390 .027 12.863 1 1.085 
5 e 0 9.011 .004 12.856 1 1.015 
6 e 0 9.307 .000 12.856 1 1.000 
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Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 
5 0 1 0 
6 0 25 0 
7 0 229 0 
8 0 368 0 
9 0 259 0 
10 0 91 0 
11 0 23 0 
12 0 4 0
13 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 
18 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 
Total 0 1000 0 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix. 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model) 
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
9.812 |** 
15.216 |******* 
20.620 |*************** 
26.024 |******************* 
31.428 |**************** 
36.832 |*********** 
42.236 |****** 
N = 1000 47.640 |*** 
Mean = 28.907  53.044 |* 
S. e. = .292  58.448 |* 
63.852 |* 
69.256 | 
74.660 | 
80.064 | 
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85.468 |* 
|-------------------- 
ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
20.925 |* 
27.024 |***** 
33.124 |************ 
39.223 |******************* 
45.323 |**************** 
51.423 |************ 
57.522 |******** 
N = 1000 63.622 |**** 
Mean = 45.400  69.721 |** 
S. e. = .387  75.821 |** 
81.920 |* 
88.020 |* 
94.120 |* 
100.219 |* 
106.319 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|--------------------
-79.029 |* 
-55.331 |* 
-31.634 |** 
-7.936 |******* 
15.761 |************* 
39.459 |***************** 
63.156 |******************** 
N = 1000 86.854 |************** 
Mean = 62.837  110.551 |********** 
S. e. = 1.549  134.249 |****** 
157.947 |*** 
181.644 |** 
205.342 |* 
229.039 |* 
252.737 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
21.115 |* 
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30.800 |***** 
40.484 |************* 
50.169 |******************
59.854 |******************** 
69.538 |**************** 
79.223 |********* 
N = 1000 88.908 |****** 
Mean = 62.045  98.592 |**** 
S. e. = .628  108.277 |** 
117.962 |* 
127.646 |* 
137.331 | 
147.016 |* 
156.700 |* 
|-------------------- 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .031 
Miscellaneous: .625 
Bootstrap: .969 
Total: 1.625 
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2. Study 1A, SEM output (fitting structural model) 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 21 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 21): 15 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 12.856 
Degrees of freedom = 15 
Probability level = .613 
 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 21 12.856 15 .613 .857 
Saturated model 36 .000 0 
Independence model 8 241.845 28 .000 8.637 
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RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 2.581 .970 .929 .404 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 21.147 .590 .472 .459 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .947 .901 1.009 1.019 1.000 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .536 .507 .536 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .000 .000 10.001 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 213.845 167.871 267.293 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .126 .000 .000 .098 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 2.371 2.097 1.646 2.621 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .000 .000 .081 .810 
Independence model .274 .242 .306 .000 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 54.856 58.921 110.185 131.185 
Saturated model 72.000 78.968 166.850 202.850 
Independence model 257.845 259.394 278.923 286.923 
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ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .538 .559 .657 .578 
Saturated model .706 .706 .706 .774 
Independence model 2.528 2.077 3.052 2.543 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 199 243 
Independence model 18 21 
Variable Summary (Group number 1)
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables 
SUSCEP_NOR 
SDO_pro_Do 
CNFU 
STATUS 
BESC 
CUSTOM 
Observed. exogenous variables 
IND 
INTERD 
Unobserved. exogenous variables 
e2 
e1 
e6 
e3 
e5 
e4 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 14 
Number of observed variables: 8 
Number of unobserved variables: 6 
Number of exogenous variables: 8 
Number of endogenous variables: 6 
Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 13 0 8 0 0 21 
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Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Total 19 0 8 0 0 27 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
INTERD 28.000 72.000 -.503 -2.083 .927 1.920 
IND 31.000 74.000 -.122 -.505 -.367 -.759 
SDO_pro_Do 2.000 12.000 -.067 -.279 -1.167 -2.417 
SUSCEP_NOR 9.000 47.000 .297 1.233 -.501 -1.039 
STATUS 6.000 30.000 .346 1.435 -.661 -1.370 
CNFU 23.000 74.000 .371 1.536 -.389 -.807 
CUSTOM 7.000 35.000 -.180 -.747 -.201 -.417 
BESC 8.000 46.000 .596 2.469 -.777 -1.610 
Multivariate  .411 .165 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
75 20.747 .008 .556
40 18.985 .015 .456 
9 17.883 .022 .399 
61 17.779 .023 .212 
41 17.395 .026 .135 
3 16.211 .039 .222 
94 15.931 .043 .161 
85 15.528 .050 .140 
103 14.427 .071 .313 
67 13.895 .085 .373 
13 13.430 .098 .428 
28 12.772 .120 .588 
72 12.407 .134 .635 
19 12.130 .146 .651 
82 11.614 .169 .776 
80 11.459 .177 .755 
88 11.328 .184 .726 
49 11.224 .189 .685 
15 11.102 .196 .654 
81 10.960 .204 .636 
97 10.747 .216 .659
59 10.737 .217 .572 
25 10.204 .251 .774 
23 9.979 .267 .810 
76 9.774 .281 .836 
8 9.527 .300 .877 
36 9.404 .309 .875 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
84 9.297 .318 .867 
46 9.005 .342 .920
58 8.964 .345 .897 
64 8.947 .347 .861 
11 8.782 .361 .879 
90 8.728 .366 .855 
89 8.638 .374 .846 
38 8.621 .375 .800 
71 8.584 .379 .760 
44 8.531 .383 .726 
10 8.342 .401 .775 
101 8.271 .407 .755 
48 8.220 .412 .722 
26 8.120 .422 .721 
53 8.020 .432 .720 
68 7.977 .436 .680 
14 7.919 .441 .650 
21 7.824 .451 .649 
24 7.704 .463 .666 
65 7.667 .467 .621 
52 7.600 .474 .598 
2 7.469 .487 .628
96 7.448 .489 .568 
87 7.385 .496 .544 
32 7.369 .497 .479 
60 7.338 .501 .427 
35 7.214 .514 .454 
99 7.142 .521 .438 
12 7.111 .525 .388 
91 7.012 .535 .395 
93 6.968 .540 .357 
31 6.583 .582 .617 
47 6.579 .583 .543 
79 6.573 .583 .469 
77 6.355 .608 .589 
78 6.265 .618 .592 
29 6.195 .625 .578 
98 6.167 .629 .523 
50 6.129 .633 .477 
51 5.721 .678 .764 
56 5.652 .686 .752 
86 5.458 .708 .830
42 5.451 .708 .776 
63 5.421 .712 .733 
100 5.406 .713 .672 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
74 5.376 .717 .619 
73 5.368 .718 .542
17 5.304 .725 .519 
27 5.293 .726 .442 
37 5.279 .727 .369 
66 5.229 .733 .332 
54 5.207 .735 .272 
39 5.194 .737 .211 
70 5.127 .744 .192 
83 4.933 .765 .267 
1 4.882 .770 .231 
6 4.878 .771 .166 
57 4.824 .776 .140 
43 4.784 .780 .109 
4 4.752 .784 .080 
16 4.731 .786 .053 
20 4.718 .787 .032 
45 4.628 .797 .029 
22 4.274 .832 .097 
92 4.151 .843 .100 
18 4.139 .844 .060 
69 4.040 .854 .053
55 3.711 .882 .131 
34 3.677 .885 .083 
5 3.607 .891 .058 
30 3.283 .915 .123 
62 3.232 .919 .073 
33 3.088 .929 .059 
 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND .021 .089 .232 .816 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .398 .102 3.914 *** 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .094 .033 2.840 .005 
CNFU <--- IND .479 .108 4.451 *** 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .493 .120 4.115 *** 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .168 .174 .966 .334 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .405 .055 7.385 *** 
CNFU <--- INTERD -.347 .132 -2.627 .009 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
BESC <--- STATUS .305 .132 2.317 .021 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .502 .093 5.370 ***
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .271 .079 3.423 *** 
BESC <--- CNFU .379 .057 6.599 *** 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .151 .041 3.685 *** 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND .021 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .361 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .271 
CNFU <--- IND .375 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .372 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .077 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .588 
CNFU <--- INTERD -.237 
BESC <--- STATUS .177 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .424 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .302 
BESC <--- CNFU .425 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .325 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IND 81.528 11.416 7.141 *** 
INTERD 62.346 8.730 7.141 *** 
e2 6.995 .979 7.141 *** 
e1 65.841 9.220 7.141 *** 
e6 96.445 13.505 7.141 *** 
e3 22.988 3.219 7.141 *** 
e5 22.316 3.125 7.141 *** 
e4 41.018 5.744 7.141 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO_pro_Do .073 
SUSCEP_NOR .131 
STATUS .360
CNFU .277 
CUSTOM .230 
BESC .613 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .398 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .177 .008 .168 .405 .000 .000 
CNFU -.151 .490 .000 .493 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .025 .076 .045 .184 .271 .151 
BESC .197 .199 .051 .812 .305 .379 
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .271 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .361 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .233 .013 .077 .588 .000 .000 
CNFU -.103 .383 .000 .372 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .037 .128 .023 .298 .302 .325 
BESC .151 .174 .014 .686 .177 .425 
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .398 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .168 .405 .000 .000 
CNFU -.347 .479 .000 .493 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .271 .151 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .502 .305 .379 
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .271 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .361 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .077 .588 .000 .000 
CNFU -.237 .375 .000 .372 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .302 .325 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .424 .177 .425 
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .177 .008 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .196 .010 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .025 .076 .045 .184 .000 .000 
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INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
BESC .197 .199 .051 .310 .000 .000 
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .233 .013 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .134 .008 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .037 .128 .023 .298 .000 .000 
BESC .151 .174 .014 .262 .000 .000 
 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteration 
 
Negative 
eigenvalues 
Condition # 
Smallest 
eigenvalue 
Diameter F NTries Ratio 
0 e 1 -.097 9999.000 166.583 0 9999.000 
1 e 0 8.646 .822 39.201 18 .921 
2 e 0 17.551 .459 17.960 2 .000 
3 e 0 9.862 .137 13.210 1 1.101 
4 e 0 9.390 .027 12.863 1 1.085 
5 e 0 9.011 .004 12.856 1 1.015 
6 e 0 9.307 .000 12.856 1 1.000 
Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 
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Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
5 0 1 0 
6 0 25 0
7 0 229 0 
8 0 368 0 
9 0 259 0 
10 0 91 0 
11 0 23 0 
12 0 4 0 
13 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 
18 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 
Total 0 1000 0 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix. 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model) 
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
9.812 |** 
15.216 |******* 
20.620 |*************** 
26.024 |******************* 
31.428 |**************** 
36.832 |*********** 
42.236 |****** 
N = 1000 47.640 |*** 
Mean = 28.907  53.044 |* 
S. e. = .292  58.448 |* 
63.852 |* 
69.256 | 
74.660 | 
80.064 | 
85.468 |* 
|-------------------- 
ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
20.925 |* 
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27.024 |***** 
33.124 |************ 
39.223 |*******************
45.323 |**************** 
51.423 |************ 
57.522 |******** 
N = 1000 63.622 |**** 
Mean = 45.400  69.721 |** 
S. e. = .387  75.821 |** 
81.920 |* 
88.020 |* 
94.120 |* 
100.219 |* 
106.319 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-79.029 |* 
-55.331 |* 
-31.634 |** 
-7.936 |******* 
15.761 |************* 
39.459 |***************** 
63.156 |******************** 
N = 1000 86.854 |************** 
Mean = 62.837  110.551 |********** 
S. e. = 1.549  134.249 |****** 
157.947 |*** 
181.644 |** 
205.342 |* 
229.039 |* 
252.737 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
21.115 |* 
30.800 |***** 
40.484 |************* 
50.169 |****************** 
59.854 |******************** 
69.538 |**************** 
79.223 |********* 
N = 1000 88.908 |****** 
  338 
Mean = 62.045  98.592 |**** 
S. e. = .628  108.277 |** 
117.962 |*
127.646 |* 
137.331 | 
147.016 |* 
156.700 |* 
|-------------------- 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .031
Miscellaneous: .625 
Bootstrap: .969 
Total: 1.625 
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3. Study 1B, SEM output (proposed conceptual model) 
 
 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 16 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 16): 20 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 54.317 
Degrees of freedom = 20 
Probability level = .000 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 16 54.317 20 .000 2.716 
Saturated model 36 .000 0 
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Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Independence model 8 156.730 28 .000 5.598 
RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 9.532 .885 .793 .492 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 17.784 .682 .591 .530 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI
Default model .653 .515 .749 .627 .733 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .714 .467 .524 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 34.317 16.136 60.153 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 128.730 93.120 171.856 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .549 .347 .163 .608 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.583 1.300 .941 1.736 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .132 .090 .174 .001 
Independence model .215 .183 .249 .000 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
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Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 86.317 89.517 128.000 144.000 
Saturated model 72.000 79.200 165.786 201.786
Independence model 172.730 174.330 193.571 201.571 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .872 .688 1.133 .904 
Saturated model .727 .727 .727 .800 
Independence model 1.745 1.385 2.180 1.761 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 58 69 
Independence model 27 31 
 
Variable Summary (Group number 1)
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables 
SDO 
SUSCEP 
CNFU 
CUSTOM 
BESC 
STATUS 
Observed. exogenous variables 
INTERD 
IND 
Unobserved. exogenous variables 
e1 
e2 
e3 
e6 
e5 
e4 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 14 
Number of observed variables: 8 
Number of unobserved variables: 6 
Number of exogenous variables: 8 
Number of endogenous variables: 6 
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Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 8 0 8 0 0 16 
Total 14 0 8 0 0 22 
 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
IND 29.000 78.000 -.821 -3.350 1.948 3.976 
INTERD 33.000 71.000 -.318 -1.300 .315 .643 
SDO 4.000 28.000 .063 .258 .126 .258 
CNFU 15.000 78.000 .049 .200 .507 1.035 
SUSCEP 14.000 67.000 .431 1.761 -.305 -.623 
STATUS 5.000 31.000 -.147 -.601 -.897 -1.831 
CUSTOM 6.000 38.000 -.082 -.333 .113 .230 
BESC 8.000 50.000 -.073 -.296 -.880 -1.795 
Multivariate  4.629 1.830 
 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
73 26.372 .001 .087 
68 19.886 .011 .293 
42 17.842 .022 .390 
79 17.233 .028 .302 
99 16.928 .031 .197 
72 16.605 .034 .132 
51 15.777 .046 .173 
44 15.665 .047 .103 
98 14.320 .074 .318 
24 13.595 .093 .453 
49 13.318 .101 .435 
67 13.204 .105 .358 
63 13.097 .109 .288 
14 13.016 .111 .220 
54 12.417 .134 .356 
18 12.380 .135 .272 
76 12.229 .141 .242
26 12.147 .145 .192 
43 12.082 .148 .146 
97 11.671 .166 .218 
91 11.578 .171 .182 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
35 11.396 .180 .182 
80 10.931 .206 .310
87 10.696 .220 .347 
83 10.643 .223 .291 
66 9.931 .270 .625 
30 9.647 .291 .711 
10 9.547 .298 .691 
29 9.448 .306 .671 
86 9.417 .308 .609 
4 9.378 .311 .550 
78 9.270 .320 .538 
100 9.016 .341 .628 
96 9.002 .342 .555 
45 8.924 .349 .527 
82 8.707 .368 .600 
81 8.575 .379 .614 
12 8.434 .392 .636 
11 8.387 .397 .591 
9 8.084 .425 .729 
8 8.073 .426 .666 
41 7.891 .444 .721 
57 7.810 .452 .707
60 7.546 .479 .811 
69 7.176 .518 .927 
40 7.077 .528 .929 
3 7.030 .533 .915 
25 6.978 .539 .900 
85 6.831 .555 .920 
38 6.718 .567 .927 
46 6.460 .596 .967 
31 6.399 .603 .962 
19 6.358 .607 .953 
22 6.237 .621 .960 
58 6.236 .621 .940 
48 6.233 .621 .913 
70 6.228 .622 .878 
15 6.223 .622 .836 
95 6.049 .642 .881 
16 6.001 .647 .862 
71 5.778 .672 .922 
32 5.680 .683 .927 
65 5.670 .684 .897
33 5.544 .698 .914 
90 5.541 .698 .877 
37 5.395 .715 .905 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
75 5.371 .717 .876 
53 5.335 .721 .849
34 5.276 .728 .832 
77 5.227 .733 .806 
56 5.195 .737 .766 
1 5.180 .738 .706 
64 5.165 .740 .638 
74 5.095 .747 .619 
23 5.091 .748 .534 
2 5.023 .755 .509 
94 4.867 .772 .572 
27 4.833 .775 .511 
52 4.792 .780 .457 
20 4.611 .798 .542 
47 4.587 .801 .466 
50 4.575 .802 .380 
59 4.423 .817 .429 
21 4.334 .826 .415 
92 4.131 .845 .514 
55 4.054 .852 .482 
89 4.004 .857 .420 
61 3.872 .869 .438
28 3.733 .880 .459 
88 3.680 .885 .389 
5 3.448 .903 .494 
39 3.348 .911 .459 
36 3.163 .924 .502 
62 3.133 .926 .380 
7 3.061 .930 .298 
6 2.832 .944 .342 
84 2.680 .953 .300 
17 2.671 .953 .149 
13 1.702 .989 .692 
93 1.560 .992 .433 
 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SDO <--- INTERD .009 .064 .146 .884 
SUSCEP <--- SDO .339 .226 1.503 .133 
  345 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SUSCEP <--- INTERD .452 .144 3.130 .002 
CNFU <--- IND .242 .142 1.703 .088
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .180 .053 3.391 *** 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP .349 .048 7.354 *** 
BESC <--- CUSTOM .224 .141 1.585 .113 
BESC <--- STATUS .757 .135 5.627 *** 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO <--- INTERD .015 
SUSCEP <--- SDO .143 
SUSCEP <--- INTERD .297 
CNFU <--- IND .169 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .323 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP .594 
BESC <--- CUSTOM .137 
BESC <--- STATUS .488 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
INTERD 53.426 7.594 7.036 *** 
IND 60.900 8.656 7.036 *** 
e1 21.844 3.105 7.036 *** 
e2 110.070 15.645 7.036 *** 
e4 121.279 17.238 7.036 *** 
e3 27.642 3.929 7.036 *** 
e5 34.743 4.938 7.036 *** 
e6 76.646 10.894 7.036 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO .000 
CNFU .028 
SUSCEP .110 
STATUS .353 
CUSTOM .104 
BESC .257 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .009 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
CNFU .242 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .455 .339 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .159 .118 .000 .349 .000 .000
CUSTOM .043 .000 .000 .180 .000 .000 .000
BESC .010 .120 .090 .040 .265 .757 .224
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .169 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .299 .143 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .178 .085 .000 .594 .000 .000
CUSTOM .054 .000 .000 .323 .000 .000 .000
BESC .007 .087 .041 .044 .290 .488 .137
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .009 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .242 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .452 .339 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .000 .000 .000 .349 .000 .000
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .180 .000 .000 .000
BESC .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .757 .224
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .169 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .297 .143 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .000 .000 .000 .594 .000 .000
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .323 .000 .000 .000
BESC .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .488 .137
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .159 .118 .000 .000 .000 .000
CUSTOM .043 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
BESC .010 .120 .090 .040 .265 .000 .000
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)
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IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .178 .085 .000 .000 .000 .000
CUSTOM .054 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
BESC .007 .087 .041 .044 .290 .000 .000
 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
e4 <--> e1 10.945 17.114 
e2 <--> IND 4.253 -16.970 
e5 <--> e3 12.560 11.038 
e6 <--> e2 4.197 18.912 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
CNFU <--- SDO 11.109 .789 
SUSCEP <--- IND 4.253 -.279 
STATUS <--- CUSTOM 12.138 .296 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS 11.308 .305 
BESC <--- SUSCEP 6.028 .194 
 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteration 
 
Negative 
eigenvalues 
Condition # 
Smallest 
eigenvalue 
Diameter F NTries Ratio 
0 e 0 12.570 9999.000 118.352 0 9999.000 
1 e 0 7.838 .722 71.907 3 .000 
2 e 0 3.938 .373 55.470 1 .983 
3 e 0 3.888 .086 54.344 1 1.087 
4 e 0 3.805 .015 54.317 1 1.024 
5 e 0 3.699 .001 54.317 1 1.001 
 
Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
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Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 
6 0 22 0 
7 0 141 0 
8 0 351 0 
9 0 321 0 
10 0 128 0 
11 0 29 0 
12 0 7 0 
13 0 1 0 
14 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 
18 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 
Total 0 1000 0 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix. 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model) 
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
34.296 |* 
41.655 |** 
49.014 |***** 
56.372 |********** 
63.731 |*************** 
71.090 |******************* 
78.449 |**************** 
N = 1000 85.808 |************* 
Mean = 75.978  93.166 |*********** 
S. e. = .530  100.525 |****** 
107.884 |*** 
115.243 |** 
122.601 |* 
129.960 |* 
137.319 |* 
|-------------------- 
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ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
61.225 |* 
66.614 |******* 
72.002 |***************** 
77.390 |****************** 
82.778 |******************** 
88.166 |************** 
93.554 |********
N = 1000 98.943 |**** 
Mean = 82.105  104.331 |*** 
S. e. = .337  109.719 |* 
115.107 |* 
120.495 |* 
125.883 |* 
131.272 | 
136.660 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-106.706 |* 
-78.417 |* 
-50.128 |*** 
-21.840 |********* 
6.449 |*************** 
34.738 |******************* 
63.027 |****************** 
N = 1000 91.316 |************** 
Mean = 51.966  119.604 |********* 
S. e. = 1.711  147.893 |**** 
176.182 |** 
204.471 |* 
232.760 |* 
261.049 | 
289.337 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-1.185 |* 
10.575 |** 
22.335 |******** 
34.096 |************** 
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45.856 |******************* 
57.616 |**************** 
69.376 |*************
N = 1000 81.137 |******* 
Mean = 53.317  92.897 |**** 
S. e. = .717  104.657 |** 
116.417 |* 
128.177 |* 
139.938 |* 
151.698 | 
163.458 |* 
|-------------------- 
 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .047 
Miscellaneous: .703 
Bootstrap: 1.938 
Total: 2.688 
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4. Study 1B, SEM output (fitting structural model) 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 20 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 20): 16 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 19.187 
Degrees of freedom = 16 
Probability level = .259 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 20 19.187 16 .259 1.199 
Saturated model 36 .000 0 
Independence model 8 156.543 28 .000 5.591 
RMR. GFI 
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Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 3.001 .955 .900 .425 
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 15.118 .683 .593 .531 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .877 .786 .977 .957 .975 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .571 .501 .557 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 3.187 .000 18.425 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 128.543 92.959 171.644 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .194 .032 .000 .186 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.581 1.298 .939 1.734 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .045 .000 .108 .500 
Independence model .215 .183 .249 .000 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 59.187 63.187 111.291 131.291 
Saturated model 72.000 79.200 165.786 201.786 
Independence model 172.543 174.143 193.384 201.384 
ECVI 
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Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .598 .566 .752 .638 
Saturated model .727 .727 .727 .800
Independence model 1.743 1.383 2.178 1.759 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 136 166 
Independence model 27 31 
 
Variable Summary (Group number 1)
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables
SUSCEP_NOR 
SDO_pro_Do 
CNFU 
STATUS 
BESC 
CUSTOM 
Observed. exogenous variables 
IND 
INTERD 
Unobserved. exogenous variables
e2 
e1 
e6 
e3 
e5 
e4 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 14 
Number of observed variables: 8 
Number of unobserved variables: 6 
Number of exogenous variables: 8 
Number of endogenous variables: 6 
 
Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 12 0 8 0 0 20 
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Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Total 18 0 8 0 0 26 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
INTERD 33.000 71.000 -.318 -1.300 .315 .643 
IND 29.000 78.000 -.821 -3.350 1.948 3.976 
SDO_pro_Do 2.000 14.000 -.105 -.430 -.839 -1.712 
SUSCEP_NOR 8.000 41.000 .555 2.265 -.454 -.926 
STATUS 5.000 31.000 -.147 -.601 -.897 -1.831 
CNFU 15.000 78.000 .049 .200 .507 1.035 
CUSTOM 6.000 38.000 -.082 -.333 .113 .230 
BESC 8.000 50.000 -.073 -.296 -.880 -1.795 
Multivariate  4.045 1.599 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
73 25.557 .001 .118 
51 18.955 .015 .447 
79 18.667 .017 .235 
68 17.519 .025 .244 
72 16.355 .038 .323 
49 15.677 .047 .335 
42 15.198 .055 .318
99 14.922 .061 .261 
14 14.218 .076 .353 
98 14.102 .079 .267 
83 13.443 .097 .384 
26 13.286 .102 .326 
24 13.152 .107 .268 
63 13.105 .108 .192 
76 12.971 .113 .154 
43 12.719 .122 .155 
54 12.628 .125 .118 
67 12.619 .126 .073 
18 12.115 .146 .137 
97 11.874 .157 .148 
87 11.873 .157 .096 
91 11.806 .160 .071 
44 11.475 .176 .103 
80 10.589 .226 .408 
30 10.544 .229 .344 
66 10.428 .236 .324 
4 10.044 .262 .465
100 9.547 .298 .691 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
35 9.440 .307 .676 
96 9.190 .327 .747
60 8.763 .363 .886 
10 8.655 .372 .883 
9 8.550 .382 .879 
25 8.333 .402 .914 
41 8.319 .403 .882 
81 8.306 .404 .842 
8 8.275 .407 .804 
11 8.241 .410 .762 
45 8.202 .414 .721 
29 8.162 .418 .677 
40 8.010 .433 .710 
74 7.692 .464 .838 
31 7.315 .503 .941 
69 7.295 .505 .920 
16 7.050 .531 .958 
57 7.026 .534 .943 
12 7.019 .535 .918 
70 6.909 .546 .924 
3 6.827 .555 .921 
48 6.808 .557 .896
86 6.795 .559 .861 
38 6.791 .559 .814 
37 6.745 .564 .787 
90 6.552 .586 .848 
82 6.492 .592 .832 
53 6.265 .618 .900 
58 6.219 .623 .882 
71 6.155 .630 .872 
59 6.144 .631 .831 
19 6.092 .637 .809 
23 6.009 .646 .806 
33 5.948 .653 .789 
78 5.771 .673 .846 
15 5.558 .697 .908 
20 5.529 .700 .883 
95 5.510 .702 .847 
32 5.503 .703 .797 
47 5.410 .713 .801 
55 5.394 .715 .748 
34 5.382 .716 .684
56 5.353 .719 .630 
46 5.287 .726 .608 
21 5.237 .732 .569 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
1 5.068 .750 .644 
85 5.031 .754 .592
2 5.007 .757 .525 
27 4.911 .767 .528 
22 4.882 .770 .462 
64 4.817 .777 .432 
77 4.785 .780 .369 
94 4.761 .783 .301 
75 4.698 .789 .269 
52 4.527 .807 .329 
5 4.326 .827 .423 
39 4.313 .828 .333 
61 4.198 .839 .339 
89 4.123 .846 .306 
92 4.020 .855 .296 
65 3.781 .876 .410 
7 3.689 .884 .380 
88 3.372 .909 .572 
50 3.363 .910 .443 
36 3.181 .922 .484 
28 3.110 .927 .403 
62 2.939 .938 .410
6 2.897 .941 .286 
84 2.466 .963 .498 
17 2.462 .963 .288 
13 1.739 .988 .662 
93 1.617 .991 .389 
 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND -.257 .099 -2.598 .009 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .341 .106 3.236 .001 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .023 .039 .595 .552 
CNFU <--- IND .306 .143 2.136 .033 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .260 .135 1.932 .053 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .252 .181 1.393 .164 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .470 .062 7.577 *** 
BESC <--- STATUS .538 .161 3.337 *** 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .338 .127 2.658 .008 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .309 .086 3.595 *** 
BESC <--- CNFU .166 .076 2.197 .028
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .158 .050 3.157 .002 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND -.241 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .300 
SDO_pro_Do <--- INTERD .060 
CNFU <--- IND .214 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .194 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_Do .111 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .601 
BESC <--- STATUS .338 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .271 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .324 
BESC <--- CNFU .179 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .285 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IND 60.900 8.656 7.036 *** 
INTERD 53.426 7.594 7.036 *** 
e2 8.084 1.149 7.036 *** 
e1 58.889 8.370 7.036 *** 
e6 116.873 16.612 7.036 *** 
e3 26.359 3.746 7.036 *** 
e5 30.716 4.366 7.036 *** 
e4 69.277 9.847 7.036 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO_pro_Do .004 
SUSCEP_NOR .148 
STATUS .376 
CNFU .063 
CUSTOM .202 
BESC .354
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
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INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .023 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .341 -.257 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .166 -.121 .252 .470 .000 .000 
CNFU .089 .240 .000 .260 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .066 .001 .078 .187 .309 .158 
BESC .220 -.112 .136 .634 .538 .166 
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .060 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .300 -.241 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .187 -.145 .111 .601 .000 .000 
CNFU .058 .167 .000 .194 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .077 .001 .036 .250 .324 .285 
BESC .155 -.084 .037 .509 .338 .179 
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .023 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .341 -.257 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .252 .470 .000 .000 
CNFU .000 .306 .000 .260 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .309 .158
BESC .000 .000 .000 .338 .538 .166 
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .060 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .300 -.241 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .111 .601 .000 .000 
CNFU .000 .214 .000 .194 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .324 .285 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .271 .338 .179 
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .166 -.121 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .089 -.067 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .066 .001 .078 .187 .000 .000 
BESC .220 -.112 .136 .296 .000 .000 
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Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
INTERD IND SDO_pro_Do SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_Do .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .187 -.145 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU .058 -.047 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .077 .001 .036 .250 .000 .000 
BESC .155 -.084 .037 .238 .000 .000 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
e6 <--> e2 9.148 9.344 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteratio
n  
Negative 
eigenvalue
s 
Conditio
n # 
Smallest 
eigenvalu
e 
Diamete
r 
F 
NTrie
s
Ratio 
0 e 0 19.838 
 
9999.00
0 
107.15
8 
0 
9999.00
0 
1 e 0 29.090 .990 61.917 3 .000 
2 e 0 10.210 .444 27.979 1 1.060 
3 e 0 5.201 .139 20.483 1 1.196 
4 e 0 5.262 .069 19.257 1 1.136 
5 e 0 5.207 .021 19.187 1 1.044 
6 e 0 5.176 .002 19.187 1 1.003 
7 e 0 5.230 .000 19.187 1 1.000 
Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 
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Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
3 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 
6 0 28 0 
7 0 224 0 
8 0 320 0 
9 0 283 0 
10 0 109 0 
11 0 27 0 
12 0 6 0 
13 0 2 0 
14 0 1 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 
18 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 
Total 0 1000 0 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix. 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model) 
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
9.556 |* 
14.404 |** 
19.253 |******* 
24.102 |************* 
28.951 |*************** 
33.800 |******************* 
38.648 |****************** 
N = 1000 43.497 |*************** 
Mean = 37.253  48.346 |********* 
S. e. = .375  53.195 |******** 
58.044 |***** 
62.892 |** 
67.741 |** 
72.590 |* 
77.439 |* 
|-------------------- 
ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
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|-------------------- 
27.827 |* 
34.841 |*******
41.855 |****************** 
48.869 |******************** 
55.883 |************* 
62.896 |******* 
69.910 |***** 
N = 1000 76.924 |*** 
Mean = 51.201  83.938 |* 
S. e. = .373  90.952 |* 
97.965 |* 
104.979 |* 
111.993 | 
119.007 | 
126.021 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-90.128 |* 
-65.617 |* 
-41.106 |**** 
-16.595 |******* 
7.917 |************* 
32.428 |****************** 
56.939 |******************** 
N = 1000 81.450 |**************** 
Mean = 59.080  105.961 |*********** 
S. e. = 1.648  130.473 |******* 
154.984 |**** 
179.495 |** 
204.006 |* 
228.517 |* 
253.029 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
10.992 |* 
20.560 |** 
30.128 |******* 
39.696 |**************** 
49.264 |***************** 
58.832 |******************* 
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68.400 |**************** 
N = 1000 77.968 |*********** 
Mean = 60.880 87.536 |*******
S. e. = .665  97.104 |**** 
106.672 |** 
116.240 |** 
125.808 |* 
135.376 |* 
144.944 |* 
|-------------------- 
 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .078 
Miscellaneous: .855 
Bootstrap: 1.468 
Total: 2.401 
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5. Cross-cultural analysis, SEM output (proposed conceptual model) 
 
 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 16 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 16): 20 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 91.416 
Degrees of freedom = 20 
Probability level = .000 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 16 91.416 20 .000 4.571 
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Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Saturated model 36 .000 0 
Independence model 8 307.206 28 .000 10.972
RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 11.049 .902 .824 .501 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 19.197 .681 .589 .529 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .702 .583 .751 .642 .744 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .714 .502 .532 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 71.416 45.418 104.955 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 279.206 226.555 339.315 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .453 .354 .225 .520 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.521 1.382 1.122 1.680 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .133 .106 .161 .000 
Independence model .222 .200 .245 .000 
AIC 
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Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 123.416 124.908 176.427 192.427 
Saturated model 72.000 75.358 191.275 227.275
Independence model 323.206 323.953 349.712 357.712 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .611 .482 .777 .618 
Saturated model .356 .356 .356 .373 
Independence model 1.600 1.339 1.898 1.604 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 70 84 
Independence model 28 32 
 
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables 
SDO 
SUSCEP 
CNFU 
CUSTOM
BESC 
STATUS 
Observed. exogenous variables 
INTERD 
IND 
Unobserved. exogenous variables 
e1 
e2 
e3 
e6
e5 
e4 
 
Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 8 0 8 0 0 16 
Total 14 0 8 0 0 22 
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Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
IND 29.000 78.000 -.460 -2.676 .170 .495 
INTERD 28.000 72.000 -.401 -2.330 .639 1.860 
SDO 4.000 28.000 -.057 -.334 -.380 -1.106 
CNFU 15.000 78.000 .226 1.314 .055 .161 
SUSCEP 14.000 71.000 .219 1.273 -.568 -1.653 
STATUS 5.000 31.000 .083 .485 -.818 -2.379 
CUSTOM 6.000 38.000 -.116 -.674 .054 .156
BESC 8.000 50.000 .251 1.458 -1.020 -2.965 
Multivariate  3.984 2.244 
 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
171 25.379 .001 .238 
75 23.389 .003 .118 
176 22.602 .004 .046 
175 21.454 .006 .036 
145 19.934 .011 .066 
182 19.515 .012 .041 
41 18.436 .018 .079 
9 17.669 .024 .115 
147 17.549 .025 .069 
61 17.293 .027 .052 
28 17.290 .027 .024 
202 16.407 .037 .075 
154 16.272 .039 .053 
85 16.068 .041 .044 
157 15.911 .044 .034 
40 15.796 .045 .024 
201 15.402 .052 .036 
3 14.725 .065 .110 
117 14.221 .076 .207 
129 13.804 .087 .314 
166 13.279 .103 .518 
152 13.082 .109 .545 
121 13.027 .111 .490 
103 13.006 .112 .415 
67 12.713 .122 .514 
72 12.327 .137 .678 
194 12.321 .137 .604 
64 12.234 .141 .581 
127 12.075 .148 .610 
184 11.938 .154 .626 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
179 11.622 .169 .758 
59 11.551 .172 .738
189 11.361 .182 .790 
25 11.355 .182 .735 
186 11.324 .184 .693 
183 11.286 .186 .653 
23 11.282 .186 .586 
132 11.107 .196 .648 
170 11.098 .196 .587 
15 11.076 .197 .534 
199 11.006 .201 .520 
181 10.909 .207 .528 
148 10.876 .209 .485 
76 10.836 .211 .450 
203 10.824 .212 .393 
81 10.735 .217 .399 
58 10.679 .221 .380 
13 10.587 .226 .391 
200 10.498 .232 .399 
190 10.428 .236 .395 
80 10.367 .240 .382 
82 10.289 .245 .386
27 10.247 .248 .360 
112 10.240 .249 .307 
35 10.097 .258 .366 
128 10.008 .264 .382 
107 10.001 .265 .330 
169 9.883 .273 .372 
185 9.807 .279 .379 
97 9.673 .289 .441 
94 9.550 .298 .496 
88 9.452 .306 .529 
115 9.134 .331 .758 
89 9.101 .334 .736 
52 9.068 .337 .713 
101 9.014 .341 .708 
149 8.901 .351 .754 
46 8.799 .360 .788 
19 8.790 .360 .750 
144 8.737 .365 .747 
113 8.731 .365 .703 
38 8.661 .372 .716
49 8.601 .377 .720 
98 8.575 .379 .693 
71 8.567 .380 .648 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
79 8.475 .389 .685 
77 8.351 .400 .748
114 8.351 .400 .700 
138 8.306 .404 .693 
57 8.208 .413 .735 
24 8.159 .418 .732 
42 8.044 .429 .787 
160 7.941 .439 .827 
48 7.910 .442 .813 
8 7.876 .446 .800 
99 7.755 .458 .853 
141 7.754 .458 .818 
133 7.747 .459 .784 
161 7.725 .461 .760 
93 7.624 .471 .806 
143 7.444 .490 .894 
68 7.438 .490 .870 
134 7.350 .499 .893 
151 7.259 .509 .916 
26 7.234 .512 .906 
135 7.219 .513 .888 
63 7.107 .525 .922
60 7.102 .526 .902 
87 7.097 .526 .879 
96 7.095 .526 .849 
 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SDO <--- INTERD .081 .042 1.922 .055 
SUSCEP <--- SDO .444 .167 2.656 .008 
SUSCEP <--- INTERD .482 .102 4.734 *** 
CNFU <--- IND .344 .088 3.917 *** 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .182 .034 5.398 *** 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP .278 .032 8.693 *** 
BESC <--- CUSTOM .363 .106 3.421 *** 
BESC <--- STATUS .760 .098 7.725 *** 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO <--- INTERD .134 
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Estimate 
SUSCEP <--- SDO .175 
SUSCEP <--- INTERD .311
CNFU <--- IND .266 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .355 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP .522 
BESC <--- CUSTOM .207 
BESC <--- STATUS .467 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
INTERD 58.339 5.805 10.050 *** 
IND 77.760 7.737 10.050 *** 
e1 21.171 2.107 10.050 *** 
e2 119.783 11.919 10.050 *** 
e4 120.866 12.027 10.050 *** 
e3 28.832 2.869 10.050 *** 
e5 29.758 2.961 10.050 *** 
e6 77.486 7.710 10.050 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SDO .018 
CNFU .071
SUSCEP .142 
STATUS .272 
CUSTOM .126 
BESC .261 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .081 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .344 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .518 .444 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .144 .124 .000 .278 .000 .000
CUSTOM .062 .000 .000 .182 .000 .000 .000
BESC .023 .109 .094 .066 .211 .760 .363
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .134 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .266 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SUSCEP .000 .335 .175 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .175 .091 .000 .522 .000 .000
CUSTOM .094 .000 .000 .355 .000 .000 .000
BESC .020 .082 .043 .073 .244 .467 .207
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .081 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .344 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .482 .444 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .000 .000 .000 .278 .000 .000
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .182 .000 .000 .000
BESC .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .760 .363
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .134 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .266 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .311 .175 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .000 .000 .000 .522 .000 .000
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .355 .000 .000 .000
BESC .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .467 .207
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .036 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .144 .124 .000 .000 .000 .000
CUSTOM .062 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
BESC .023 .109 .094 .066 .211 .000 .000
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO CNFU SUSCEP STATUS CUSTOM
SDO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
CNFU .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
SUSCEP .000 .023 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
STATUS .000 .175 .091 .000 .000 .000 .000
CUSTOM .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
BESC .020 .082 .043 .073 .244 .000 .000
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Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
e2 <--> IND 5.234 -15.535 
e2 <--> e4 13.202 30.760 
e3 <--> e1 4.414 3.652 
e5 <--> e3 18.566 8.880 
e6 <--> e4 16.788 27.899 
e6 <--> e2 8.282 19.508 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
CNFU <--- SDO 4.059 .336
CNFU <--- SUSCEP 14.721 .251 
SUSCEP <--- IND 5.234 -.200 
SUSCEP <--- CNFU 8.381 .195 
STATUS <--- SDO 4.396 .171 
STATUS <--- CUSTOM 19.436 .285 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS 21.554 .283 
BESC <--- CNFU 19.284 .238 
BESC <--- SUSCEP 8.143 .150 
 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteration 
 
Negative 
eigenvalues 
Condition # 
Smallest 
eigenvalue 
Diameter F NTries Ratio 
0 e 0 9.291 9999.000 215.566 0 9999.000 
1 e 0 18.616 1.031 156.174 2 .000 
2 e 0 7.121 .226 105.887 1 1.216 
3 e 0 4.549 .134 93.281 1 1.194 
4 e 0 4.005 .069 91.486 1 1.115 
5 e 0 4.079 .017 91.416 1 1.032 
6 e 0 4.050 .001 91.416 1 1.002 
 
Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
1 0 0 0 
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Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2 
2 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 
5 0 1 0 
6 0 99 0 
7 0 525 0 
8 0 344 0 
9 0 27 0 
10 0 4 0 
11 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 
13 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 
18 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 
Total 0 1000 0 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix. 
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model) 
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
60.007 |* 
69.166 |* 
78.324 |***** 
87.483 |*********** 
96.642 |*************** 
105.801 |******************* 
114.960 |******************** 
N = 1000 124.119 |****************** 
Mean = 113.731  133.278 |************ 
S. e. = .635  142.437 |******* 
151.595 |**** 
160.754 |** 
169.913 |* 
179.072 |* 
188.231 |* 
|-------------------- 
ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
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|-------------------- 
99.340 |* 
103.479 |******
107.619 |*************** 
111.758 |******************* 
115.897 |******************* 
120.037 |************* 
124.176 |********* 
N = 1000 128.315 |****** 
Mean = 116.252  132.455 |*** 
S. e. = .263  136.594 |** 
140.733 |* 
144.873 |* 
149.012 |* 
153.151 | 
157.291 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-137.015 |* 
-108.708 |* 
-80.400 |*** 
-52.093 |******* 
-23.786 |************* 
4.522 |***************** 
32.829 |**************** 
N = 1000 61.137 |******************* 
Mean = 46.342  89.444 |*************** 
S. e. = 2.078  117.751 |*********** 
146.059 |****** 
174.366 |**** 
202.673 |** 
230.981 |* 
259.288 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-19.933 |* 
-7.125 |* 
5.683 |**** 
18.490 |******** 
31.298 |******************* 
44.106 |******************* 
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56.913 |****************** 
N = 1000 69.721 |************* 
Mean = 49.292 82.529 |*******
S. e. = .728  95.336 |**** 
108.144 |** 
120.952 |* 
133.759 | 
146.567 | 
159.375 |* 
|-------------------- 
 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .031 
Miscellaneous: .735 
Bootstrap: 1.031 
Total: 1.797 
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6. Cross-cultural analysis, SEM output (fitting structural model) 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 36 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 20 
Degrees of freedom (36 - 20): 16 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 16.365 
Degrees of freedom = 16 
Probability level = .428 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 20 16.365 16 .428 1.023 
Saturated model 36 .000 0 
Independence model 8 325.773 28 .000 11.635
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RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 2.540 .980 .955 .436 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 17.195 .669 .575 .521 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .950 .912 .999 .998 .999 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .571 .543 .571 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .365 .000 14.228 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 297.773 243.364 359.634 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .081 .002 .000 .070 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.613 1.474 1.205 1.780 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .011 .000 .066 .834 
Independence model .229 .207 .252 .000 
AIC
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 56.365 58.230 122.629 142.629 
Saturated model 72.000 75.358 191.275 227.275 
Independence model 341.773 342.519 368.278 376.278 
ECVI 
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Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .279 .277 .348 .288 
Saturated model .356 .356 .356 .373 
Independence model 1.692 1.423 1.998 1.696 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 325 395 
Independence model 26 30 
 
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed. endogenous variables 
SUSCEP_NOR 
CNFU 
STATUS 
SDO_pro_DO 
CUSTOM 
BESC 
Observed. exogenous variables 
INTERD 
IND 
Unobserved. exogenous variables 
e5 
e4 
e3 
e2 
e1 
e6 
 
Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 
Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 12 0 8 0 0 20 
Total 18 0 8 0 0 26 
Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 
Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
IND 29.000 78.000 -.460 -2.676 .170 .495 
INTERD 28.000 72.000 -.401 -2.330 .639 1.860 
SDO_pro_DO 2.000 14.000 -.079 -.460 -.988 -2.874 
SUSCEP_NOR 8.000 47.000 .407 2.366 -.515 -1.497 
STATUS 5.000 31.000 .083 .485 -.818 -2.379 
CNFU 15.000 78.000 .226 1.314 .055 .161 
BESC 8.000 50.000 .251 1.458 -1.020 -2.965 
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Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
CUSTOM 6.000 38.000 -.116 -.674 .054 .156 
Multivariate  3.057 1.722 
 
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 
Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
171 22.230 .005 .600 
75 22.078 .005 .253 
182 21.073 .007 .169 
176 21.025 .007 .057 
175 20.766 .008 .022 
154 20.163 .010 .015 
41 19.688 .012 .010 
9 17.372 .026 .172 
61 17.106 .029 .139 
157 15.960 .043 .375 
145 15.916 .044 .273 
40 15.735 .046 .234 
129 15.638 .048 .177 
117 15.589 .049 .121
201 15.584 .049 .073 
3 15.196 .055 .101 
186 15.125 .057 .071 
152 14.851 .062 .082 
179 14.723 .065 .069 
85 14.442 .071 .086 
147 14.173 .077 .107 
166 13.908 .084 .134 
202 13.883 .085 .096 
103 13.636 .092 .120 
80 13.356 .100 .164 
67 13.158 .107 .187 
190 13.137 .107 .142 
194 12.888 .116 .188
28 12.845 .117 .153 
81 12.313 .138 .369 
72 12.306 .138 .301 
121 12.206 .142 .293 
13 11.919 .155 .410 
183 11.762 .162 .447 
127 11.737 .163 .392 
203 11.643 .168 .387 
59 11.502 .175 .419 
184 11.496 .175 .353 
88 11.410 .180 .347 
25 11.408 .180 .285 
19 11.375 .181 .247 
97 11.338 .183 .216
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
15 11.274 .187 .202 
128 11.229 .189 .179 
200 11.203 .190 .149 
199 11.131 .194 .143 
112 10.877 .209 .236 
94 10.340 .242 .600 
107 10.337 .242 .537 
23 10.040 .262 .722 
132 9.885 .273 .781
76 9.843 .276 .762 
148 9.831 .277 .719 
170 9.794 .280 .694 
169 9.711 .286 .706 
82 9.696 .287 .662 
49 9.586 .295 .699 
48 9.527 .300 .694 
38 9.392 .310 .751 
89 9.312 .317 .763 
96 9.209 .325 .793 
144 9.202 .326 .752 
146 9.177 .328 .724 
35 9.116 .333 .724 
46 9.052 .338 .726
115 9.015 .341 .708 
64 8.657 .372 .906 
189 8.516 .385 .938 
8 8.410 .394 .953 
71 8.356 .399 .953 
143 8.247 .410 .966 
58 8.237 .411 .956 
133 8.229 .411 .943 
68 8.209 .413 .932 
151 8.161 .418 .930 
185 8.156 .418 .911 
101 8.133 .421 .897 
114 8.115 .422 .879 
2 8.101 .424 .857
53 8.045 .429 .860 
36 7.955 .438 .883 
163 7.777 .456 .940 
99 7.743 .459 .934 
21 7.718 .461 .924 
24 7.701 .463 .910 
134 7.695 .464 .888 
160 7.476 .486 .957 
27 7.421 .492 .959 
181 7.408 .493 .949 
161 7.339 .501 .956 
52 7.319 .503 .947 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 
135 7.232 .512 .959 
141 7.225 .513 .948 
149 7.088 .527 .971 
12 7.069 .529 .965 
138 7.016 .535 .967 
79 7.011 .535 .957 
11 6.993 .537 .949 
26 6.981 .539 .936 
172 6.968 .540 .923
 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .378 .075 5.012 *** 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND -.157 .065 -2.410 .016 
SDO_pro_DO <--- INTERD .060 .025 2.335 .020 
CNFU <--- IND .408 .085 4.788 *** 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_DO .255 .128 1.983 .047 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .395 .041 9.642 *** 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .357 .086 4.176 *** 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .153 .032 4.799 *** 
BESC <--- CNFU .276 .051 5.367 *** 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .276 .080 3.449 *** 
BESC <--- STATUS .575 .111 5.189 *** 
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .292 .058 4.996 *** 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- INTERD .328 
SUSCEP_NOR <--- IND -.158 
SDO_pro_DO <--- INTERD .162 
CNFU <--- IND .315 
STATUS <--- SDO_pro_DO .114 
STATUS <--- SUSCEP_NOR .556 
CNFU <--- SUSCEP_NOR .275 
CUSTOM <--- CNFU .302 
BESC <--- CNFU .299 
BESC <--- SUSCEP_NOR .231 
BESC <--- STATUS .341
CUSTOM <--- STATUS .314 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
INTERD 58.339 5.805 10.050 *** 
IND 77.760 7.737 10.050 *** 
e1 66.906 6.657 10.050 *** 
e6 7.656 .762 10.050 *** 
e4 26.133 2.600 10.050 *** 
e2 111.266 11.071 10.050 *** 
e5 26.482 2.635 10.050 *** 
e3 65.988 6.566 10.050 *** 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate
SDO_pro_DO .026 
SUSCEP_NOR .133 
STATUS .329 
CNFU .147 
BESC .404 
CUSTOM .214 
 
Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .060 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR -.157 .378 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS -.062 .164 .255 .395 .000 .000 
CNFU .352 .135 .000 .357 .000 .000 
BESC .018 .236 .146 .602 .575 .276 
CUSTOM .036 .069 .074 .170 .292 .153 
Standardized Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .162 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR -.158 .328 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS -.088 .201 .114 .556 .000 .000 
CNFU .272 .090 .000 .275 .000 .000 
BESC .015 .171 .039 .502 .341 .299 
CUSTOM .054 .090 .036 .258 .314 .302 
Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .060 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR -.157 .378 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .255 .395 .000 .000 
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IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
CNFU .408 .000 .000 .357 .000 .000 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .276 .575 .276
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .292 .153 
Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .162 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR -.158 .328 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS .000 .000 .114 .556 .000 .000 
CNFU .315 .000 .000 .275 .000 .000 
BESC .000 .000 .000 .231 .341 .299 
CUSTOM .000 .000 .000 .000 .314 .302 
Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS -.062 .164 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU -.056 .135 .000 .000 .000 .000 
BESC .018 .236 .146 .326 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .036 .069 .074 .170 .000 .000 
Standardized Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model) 
IND INTERD SDO_pro_DO SUSCEP_NOR STATUS CNFU 
SDO_pro_DO .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
SUSCEP_NOR .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
STATUS -.088 .201 .000 .000 .000 .000 
CNFU -.043 .090 .000 .000 .000 .000 
BESC .015 .171 .039 .272 .000 .000 
CUSTOM .054 .090 .036 .258 .000 .000 
 
 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
     
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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M.I. Par Change 
Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
M.I. Par Change 
 
Minimization History (Default model) 
Iteration 
 
Negative 
eigenvalues 
Condition # 
Smallest 
eigenvalue 
Diameter F NTries Ratio 
0 e 0 23.387 9999.000 203.694 0 9999.000 
1 e 0 9.028 .547 103.319 4 .000 
2 e 0 9.117 .894 51.684 1 .487 
3 e 0 5.811 .232 20.294 1 1.167
4 e 0 5.792 .101 16.533 1 1.117 
5 e 0 5.737 .025 16.366 1 1.041 
6 e 0 5.723 .002 16.365 1 1.003 
7 e 0 5.717 .000 16.365 1 1.000 
 
Summary of Bootstrap Iterations (Default model) 
(Default model) 
Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2
1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 0
4 0 0 0
5 0 15 0
6 0 312 0
7 0 494 0
8 0 157 0
9 0 22 0
10 0 0 0
11 0 0 0
12 0 0 0
13 0 0 0
14 0 0 0
15 0 0 0
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Iterations Method 0 Method 1 Method 2
16 0 0 0
17 0 0 0
18 0 0 0
19 0 0 0
Total 0 1000 0
0 bootstrap samples were unused because of a singular covariance matrix.
0 bootstrap samples were unused because a solution was not found. 
1000 usable bootstrap samples were obtained. 
 
Bootstrap Distributions (Default model)
ML discrepancy (implied vs sample) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
8.059 |* 
14.139 |** 
20.220 |************ 
26.301 |******************** 
32.381 |******************** 
38.462 |******************* 
44.543 |*********** 
N = 1000 50.624 |******* 
Mean = 34.191  56.704 |*** 
S. e. = .326  62.785 |* 
68.866 |* 
74.946 |* 
81.027 | 
87.108 | 
93.188 |* 
|-------------------- 
ML discrepancy (implied vs pop) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
25.895 |* 
30.244 |**** 
34.592 |***********
38.941 |******************** 
43.290 |******************* 
47.638 |***************** 
51.987 |************* 
N = 1000 56.335 |******** 
Mean = 46.147  60.684 |***** 
S. e. = .305  65.032 |*** 
69.381 |** 
73.729 |* 
78.078 |* 
82.426 |* 
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86.775 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (unstabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
-139.874 |* 
-110.297 |* 
-80.719 |*** 
-51.142 |*******
-21.564 |*********** 
8.013 |***************** 
37.591 |*******************
N = 1000 67.168 |*******************
Mean = 55.135  96.746 |**************** 
S. e. = 2.076  126.323 |*********** 
155.901 |****** 
185.478 |*** 
215.056 |** 
244.633 |* 
274.211 |* 
|-------------------- 
K-L overoptimism (stabilized) (Default model) 
|-------------------- 
15.503 |* 
23.938 |** 
32.374 |******* 
40.809 |************** 
49.244 |***************** 
57.680 |******************** 
66.115 |************* 
N = 1000 74.551 |********** 
Mean = 58.291  82.986 |******* 
S. e. = .553  91.422 |*** 
99.857 |** 
108.292 |* 
116.728 |* 
125.163 |* 
133.599 |*
|-------------------- 
Execution time summary 
Minimization: .141 
Miscellaneous: 1.265 
Bootstrap: .765 
Total: 2.171 
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7. Cross-cultural analysis, multigroup analysis of the fitting structural 
modal 
a) Unconstrained model 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 72 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 40 
Degrees of freedom (72 - 40): 32 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 38.658 
Degrees of freedom = 32 
Probability level = .194 
 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 40 38.658 32 .194 1.208 
Saturated model 72 .000 0 
Independence model 16 398.376 56 .000 7.114 
RMR. GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 4.009 .956 .900 .425 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 18.382 .632 .527 .492 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .903 .830 .982 .966 .981 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .571 .516 .560 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
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Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 6.658 .000 26.514 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 342.376 282.765 409.475 
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .192 .033 .000 .132 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.982 1.703 1.407 2.037 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .032 .000 .064 .792 
Independence model .174 .158 .191 .000
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 118.658 126.530 
Saturated model 144.000 158.168 
Independence model 430.376 433.525 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .590 .557 .689 .630 
Saturated model .716 .716 .716 .787 
Independence model 2.141 1.845 2.475 2.157 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 242 280 
Independence model 39 44 
 
 
b) Constrained model 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
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Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
Number of distinct sample moments: 72 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 37 
Degrees of freedom (72 - 37): 35 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 45.907 
Degrees of freedom = 35 
Probability level = .103 
 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 37 45.907 35 .103 1.312 
Saturated model 72 .000 0 
Independence model 16 398.376 56 .000 7.114 
RMR. GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model 4.983 .946 .890 .460 
Saturated model .000 1.000 
Independence model 18.382 .632 .527 .492 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model 
NFI 
Delta1 
RFI 
rho1 
IFI 
Delta2 
TLI 
rho2 
CFI 
Default model .885 .816 .970 .949 .968 
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
Default model .625 .553 .605 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
NCP 
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Default model 10.907 .000 32.586 
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Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 342.376 282.765 409.475
FMIN 
Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 
Default model .228 .054 .000 .162 
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
Independence model 1.982 1.703 1.407 2.037 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .039 .000 .068 .697 
Independence model .174 .158 .191 .000 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 
Default model 119.907 127.188 
Saturated model 144.000 158.168
Independence model 430.376 433.525 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model .597 .542 .704 .633 
Saturated model .716 .716 .716 .787 
Independence model 2.141 1.845 2.475 2.157 
HOELTER 
Model 
HOELTER 
.05 
HOELTER 
.01 
Default model 220 253 
Independence model 39 44 
 
